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ABSTRACT 
 
 The most common approach to improvement of educational systems has been the 
adoption of episodic initiatives and short-lived improvement programs. In recent years, a 
continuous improvement (CI) approach has made it onto the education scene, but the 
effects of continuous improvement in education remain largely unstudied. This study 
addressed the need to examine the long term impacts of CI in educational organizations.  
 Using a CI framework, this mixed methods action research (MMAR) study was 
conducted to examine the impact of CI on one school district’s measures of quality, 
stakeholder satisfaction, and cost savings, as well as to determine the value of CI 
leadership coaching, according to district leaders.  
 Qualitative data included interviews with and observations of school district 
leaders and the CI leadership coach. Quantitative data included stakeholder surveys, 
district scorecards, and state data dashboard reports. Results indicated improvement from 
a CI approach was slow to occur, though CI positively impacted some quality outcomes, 
primarily in the area of math. CI positively impacted student satisfaction, though it had 
minimal impact on employee and parent satisfaction. The district experienced cost 
savings as a result of CI, and CI leadership coaching was reported as highly valued by 
district leaders. The results of the study suggest a systematic CI approach and coaching 
support can impact change over time, but requires patience and a within district executive 
leader champion.   
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction and Context 
Educational systems are increasingly complex environments. Internal and external 
factors have created new pressures for system leaders and a consistent need to manage 
change. The ability to satisfactorily respond to and negotiate this environment, while 
ensuring student success, has required a skilled and agile leadership approach. The first 
section of this chapter will outline contemporary issues facing school districts. The 
second section will highlight current approaches to addressing the issues and why those 
are problematic for educational systems. In the third section, continuous improvement 
(CI) is described as an alternative approach to addressing educational system issues. The 
chapter concludes with an overview of the situated context, researcher context, and 
purpose of the study.  
Issues Facing School Districts 
 School district leaders have often been faced with different situations and 
problems to solve each day. The rise of a global economy and advanced technology has 
introduced a steady flow of change and ever-evolving challenges for organizational 
leadership (Barber, Donnelly, & Rizvi, 2013). Leaders must balance the need to serve a 
vast range of learners, fulfill and report on state and federal mandates, uphold board 
accountability measures and policies, engage with employees and the community, and 
compete for scholars (Rieckhoff & Larsen, 2012). Since the 1990s, these leaders have 
faced an increase in calls for improved outcomes, in addition to increased overall 
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responsibilities for organization operations (Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, 
Orr, & Cohen, 2007, p. 3). Failure to effectively address student achievement or 
operational issues is a costly mistake in education. The public now has a vast array of 
learning options from which to choose. To remain a competitive and valuable schooling 
preference, school district leadership must be able to resolve issues and show meaningful 
improvement in areas of deficiency (Fullan, 2001).  
Current and Problematic Approaches to Addressing Issues 
 The emphasis on accountability and stakeholder scrutiny of school district 
performance has created a need for leaders to take action for improvement. Research has 
revealed two approaches most commonly observed in school districts attempting to 
improve outcomes: 1) episodic initiatives and 2) improvement programs. However, the 
implementation of these two approaches has provided little support for sustained 
organizational improvement.    
 Episodic initiatives. Districts have been regularly required to report on progress 
for state, board, and accreditation purposes, which often includes providing evidence of 
improvement efforts. The need to meet accountability standards and show progress from 
the last reporting cycle has led to the adoption of episodic improvement initiatives in 
school districts (Arnold, 2011). Initiative episodes are strategies or tools used to target 
isolated issues or improvement needs and, once adopted, tend to be mandated in 
organizations.  
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 In the last decade, the nation has seen a number of episodic initiatives spread to 
school systems across the nation, offering hope and solutions for deficient performance, 
often with controversy following close behind. Park, Hironaka, Carver, & Nordstrum 
(2013) detailed practices like data team meetings, video recording and critiquing lessons, 
and professional learning communities as seemingly advanced ways of improving 
curriculum development and delivery. In schools and systems where these methods are 
instituted, outcomes reflecting overwhelming academic improvement have not yet been 
identified (Park et al., 2013).  
Bryk, Gomez, Grunow, & LeMahieu (2015) described the climb and fall of a 
national high school redesign initiative that was funded by the Gates Foundation shortly 
after sponsoring a congressional testimony in 2001 about the achievements of two urban 
schools using a small schools approach. The idea of redesigning systems to include 
smaller high schools was intended to solve the declining graduation rate problem. Similar 
to the issues outlined by Park et al. (2013), the change was instituted rapidly, with little 
development of the structures needed to support the effort (Bryk et al., 2015). The lack of 
immediate initiative success resulted in a quick turn of attention to another too-good-to-
be-true fix for schools, “value-added analysis” of student test scores to evaluate the 
effectiveness of teachers (Bryk et al., 2015, p. 5). While some districts have attempted to 
use value-added analysis for narrow purposes, the practice has remained controversial 
because of its highly mixed effectiveness reviews since it was introduced to public 
education (Bryk et al., 2015). 
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Christensen, Horn, & Johnson (2011) explained another change for schools that 
can be described as an episodic initiative with the potential to affect lasting improvement. 
Beginning in the late 1990s, districts experienced increasing expectations to put 
computers in every school and classroom (Christensen et al., 2011). The influx of 
machinery was prompted by a presidential statement that urged schools to increase 
student engagement and global awareness, and school systems immediately sought to 
fulfill the mandate (Christensen et al., 2011). The missed opportunity, according to 
Christensen et al. (2011), is that proper training on how to integrate computers as a 
complement to the current educational experience did not take place. The machines have 
been collecting dust in corners of many classrooms, as an initiative understood as 
necessary and supported by the majority of society simply did not have the impact and 
outcomes anticipated.  
The rollout and demand of the episodic initiatives described here was rapid and 
attention to full context planning and understanding by those responsible for 
implementation was lacking. As Fullan (2005) explained, “A series of disconnected 
initiatives is not a system” (p. 87). The use of various activities to target isolated areas in 
an organization may provide snapshots of growth, but fails to support sustained 
improvement. To achieve lasting results, it is imperative for school systems to replace 
“random acts of innovation” with continual improvement practices (Darling-Hammond, 
2010, p. 265). When episodic initiatives are applied or required in a school district, the 
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focus turns away from capacity building to meet the needs of the entire system and its 
contexts.   
 Improvement programs. Like episodic initiatives, improvement programs have 
also attempted to resolve specific issues for educational systems. However, these 
programs have tended to be implemented within very specific time frames and structures. 
Programs for system improvement and reform, such as School Improvement Plans 
(SIPs), the School Improvement Grant (SIG), and formal leadership development have 
become increasingly popular and even mandated for systems across the nation.  
A SIP is a formal improvement plan required by the federal government from 
schools labeled as needing improvement (Fernandez, 2011). What began as a federal 
mandate and component of the No Child Left Behind Act, has spread across the nation, 
as a majority of systems and states have required that every school submit an annual SIP 
(Fernandez, 2011; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017). The creation of a SIP has been 
described as a rigid process that is considered “useless” and “counter-productive” by 
school and system leaders (Dunaway, Bird, Wang, & Hancock, 2014, p. 462). The plans 
are drafted to communicate adherence to specific requirements and are submitted for 
approval within tight timeframes, which prevents a transparent feedback process with 
faculty and other stakeholders (Dunaway et al., 2014). This function of rushing to fill in 
boxes also results in the omission of plans for “other areas necessary for systematic 
improvement” making “sustained improvement unlikely” (Huber & Conway, 2015, p. 
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56). A process intended and now required to prove and show a plan for ongoing 
improvement has been disconnected from the individuals capable of affecting change.   
As SIPs have been viewed as an ineffective use of time, the SIG program has 
been similarly viewed as an ineffective use of money (Lachlan-Hache, Naik, & Casserly, 
2012). The SIG program was authorized under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act and included the granting of money to the neediest schools, which has 
been used to acquire a combination of initiatives (“School Improvement Grants,” 2018). 
SIG recipients have been grouped into cohorts within a three-year grant period (“School 
Improvement Grants,” 2018). In a study conducted by the Council of Great City Schools, 
four SIG models were reviewed and found to include strategies for replacing staff, 
initiating evaluation practices, and adopting a series of initiatives to tackle the areas of 
greatest need (Lachlan-Hache et al., 2012). Another study of grant recipients found no 
significant impact of the SIG models adopted on math or reading scores, high school 
graduation, nor college enrollment (Dragoset et al., 2017, p. ES-3).  A program that offers 
billions of dollars to schools needing the most support lacks attention to lasting 
improvement.  
 Leadership development programs have grown in popularity as a way to build 
capacity for improvement in educational systems. According to Darling-Hammond et al. 
(2007), leadership development programs “should combine theory and practice, provide 
scaffolded learning experiences…and foster peer networking.” Two examples of 
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leadership development programs found in the literature met these criteria, yet failed to 
result in lasting improvement.  
 The leadership development programs in New York’s District 2 and in San Diego 
were cited for their emphasis on developing district leadership, with little pointing to 
overall district improvement. Fullan (2001) described the reform efforts of District 2 in 
New York and San Diego as on the right track to reform because of their focus on 
leadership development. Enthusiasm for this approach was paired with research about the 
impact of leadership on system outcomes and expectations for such an approach to hold 
the key to resolving educational system issues (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Fullan, 
2005).   
District 2 in New York established a program of leadership development for all 
district leaders in the late 1980s. The program included the practice of leader 
walkthroughs, leader collaboration during monthly principal meetings, and study groups 
(Temkin, 2005; Fullan, 2001). When the superintendent of District 2 became chancellor 
of the San Diego school system, the leadership development program transferred with 
him (Fullan, 2005). Leaders in San Diego were expected to adopt the same practices 
developed in New York and resistance followed (Temkin, 2005). Compliance with the 
program was achieved; however, a collegial and collaborative learning environment was 
not (Temkin, 2005; Ravitch, 2010).  
The leadership development program failed to catch on in San Diego the way it 
did in New York. Even so, lasting evidence of the program’s effectiveness on improving 
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district results in either system is unseen (Ravitch, 2010). Ravitch (2010) suggested that 
the plan and “dictatorial” implementation of these types of leadership development 
programs results in the opposite effect of what was intended (p. 64). At the core of such 
failure was a clear bend and preference for rigid, accountability components of the 
programs. Participation in leadership development sessions as mandated initiative 
elements do not produce results in the same way as placing an emphasis on learning how 
to meaningfully engage in cycles of CI.  
 Reactive. Episodic initiatives and improvement programs can be classified as 
reactive approaches that lack the ability to lead systems to sustained improvement. 
According to Langley et al. (2009), “Different is not the same as improvement” (p. 111). 
Real CI requires attention to the system. In each of the episodic and improvement 
program instances, the change was reactive, as “[reactive changes] maintain the system at 
its current level of performance” (Langley et al., 2009, p. 112). An example of reactive 
change that mirrors the initiatives and programs previously discussed was Langley et al.’s 
(2009) description of a hospital that began a training series on the standard procedures for 
ventilator use to reduce the number of ventilator days and infections. The training 
resulted in a return to the norm number of incidents recorded prior to the training, but did 
not result in continuous, fundamental improvement. The ongoing improvement we want 
for our systems goes “beyond historical levels” or has a sustainable impact on the entire 
system (Langley et al., 2009, p. 114). Like the ventilator training, SIG, high school 
redesign, leadership development programs, and the other current approaches mentioned 
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have not resulted in improved system performance. They are merely reactions to a 
specific circumstance.  
CI Approach to Address Issues 
 The adoption of a CI approach to leading organizations has gained popularity in 
education, as it keeps leaders in a mindset and cycle of learning, rather than relying on 
fixed and episodic strategies (Dunaway et al., 2014). Application of CI cycles in 
educational organizations has been attributed to building strong team relationships, 
creating systems of problem-solvers, and implementation of cost-saving measures 
(Sparks, 2018). Development of a CI orientation to problems and change is a promising 
way for educational leaders to tackle the shifting landscape.   
As with CI methodologies used in business, use of this framework in educational 
organizations guides leaders through processes of using data to identify areas of 
opportunity and areas of success. Leadership practices that incorporate analysis of data to 
inform process and strategy adjustments are more equipped to efficiently address barriers 
and realize improvement (Langley et al., 2009). The mere collection of data is an 
insufficient organizational improvement strategy (Boudett, City, & Murnane, 2014). 
Collaborative discussion of data, as part of a structured process assists leaders in 
identifying the best next steps to impact positive organizational outcomes (MacKie, 
2014). The complexity of issues educational leaders face requires an ability to apply the 
most appropriate strategy to the situation (Fullan, 2001). Cycles of CI provide data-based 
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direction for leaders, in addition to building overall leadership skill in systematically 
addressing issues.  
CI Model in Situated Context 
Studer Education coaches have worked in partnership with school district 
superintendents, executive teams, and department leaders to follow a leadership coaching 
model for CI. The CI approach has supported achievement of organizational outcomes 
and has reflected the Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) Cycle more commonly known and 
seen in the business world (Moen & Norman, 2010). The leadership coaching has 
included cycles of Diagnose, Act, Coach, Validate, and Assess, in place of the traditional 
PDSA Cycle (“Nine Principles,” n.d.). These cycle components account for the deliberate 
incorporation of leadership coaching to support CI. The leadership coach has held leaders 
in partner organizations accountable to setting goals and implementing strategies for each 
improvement cycle.  
Validating a need in practice. Each partnership and organization has varied, in 
terms of readiness for a CI model. This variation has resulted in a range of leadership 
behaviors observed during the course of a partnership. When leaders become ready and 
committed to CI, transformation begins. The positive impact of committing to CI after 
intentionally abandoning episodic improvement efforts was best captured in the interview 
responses of a participant from a preliminary research cycle. This leader described the 
organization’s shift to CI:  
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“Because, you know, [we] do this failed management fads-across-time. We do 
that a lot. Well, this isn’t that. This is a way of being…It takes time…to stick with 
what we’ve said we’re going to do and not get really pushed around by the 
contemporary and the stress of the current situation that we’re in…this has given 
us a common language and a purposefulness that actually has gotten us even 
better outcomes…Now, there’s a cultural synergy around it. These are the 
methods, these are the ways to actually get consistent across the organization and 
it brings our organization together in that way” (S. Lingrell, personal 
communication, March 21, 2018). 
 This leader’s response reflected patterns found in many educational organizations. 
The existence of improvement fads leave systems confused about the purpose of the 
work. The comfort found in the “synergy” created by a CI approach validates the need to 
account for the whole system and thoughtfully approach improvement for lasting 
benefits.  
Researcher Context 
Studer Education has partnered with educational systems across the nation, to 
support achievement of aligned goals and CI. The company deployed leadership coaches 
to work alongside executive teams in K-12 school districts, institutions of higher 
education, and government agencies. I have been a performance and learning manager 
with Studer Education. 
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 My responsibilities on the team included direct and indirect support of each 
partnership. I developed and managed leadership development content that was used 
across the team. In addition to content creation, I also delivereded virtual and on-site 
leadership development to support partner coaching needs. My experience with the 
company’s leadership development training content was long-standing. In my previous 
role, I served in the area of performance management for a school district that had a 
partnership with Studer Education. Part of my work in that role was to facilitate extended 
training for our district leaders in the leadership development content taught by our 
Studer Education coaches. I received one-on-one coaching and instruction for each 
leadership development session in which our district participated as part of our CI plan. 
Iterative research process. Three previous cycles of research were conducted in 
preparation for this research study. The first research cycle involved investigation of a 
problem of practice, with inquiry aimed at understanding the state of systematic 
leadership development in school districts. The second cycle of research involved a 
deeper examination of perceptions of the impact of leadership development and how 
those perceptions aligned to an organization’s survey results. The third cycle of research 
marked a shift in focus on general leadership development to a narrowed investigation of 
perceptions of the specific CI leadership coaching intervention utilized in my workplace 
setting and included in this current research study. The results of the third research cycle 
directly informed the design of this case study research that aimed to elaborate on 
perceived value of CI leadership coaching intervention in one school district and how the 
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intervention impacted organizational results in the areas of student achievement, 
engagement, satisfaction, and cost savings. 
First Research Cycle. The problem addressed in the first research cycle was the 
need for systematic leadership development. Qualitative data were collected through the 
use of structured interviews. Three district leaders participated and responded to the 
interview questions. To answer the cycle’s first research question, How frequently do 
district leaders participate in planned, leadership development?, the participants 
indicated leadership development is infrequent. The leadership development was 
associated with leadership meetings and approximately one week of planned training for 
the year. With respect to the second and third research questions, What training would be 
useful in continuing to develop leadership skills among leaders in the district?, and What 
skills/topics training would be useful for you to continue to develop your leadership skills 
and support your work in the district?, responses to each contained similar themes. The 
themes of engaging, communication, and performance management emerged as topics of 
interest for leadership development training. The theme of important for success was 
noted about developing district leaders and supported the need for systematic leadership 
development for school district leaders. The results of this research cycle informed a 
second cycle that aimed to determine connections between leadership development and 
organizational results. This initial cycle also provided general insight into leadership 
development and served as a foundation for understanding the absence of intentional CI 
across educational settings. 
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Second Research Cycle. The second cycle of research assessed school district 
leaders’ perceptions of the impact of leadership development on the organization. It also 
aimed to determine if those perceptions align to organizational results. While the district 
leaders interviewed did not reference specific data, the interview responses indicate they 
perceive leadership development as contributing to a system and culture of service, 
teamwork, and improvement. A perception that the service and team orientation of 
district employees results in improvement was noted in the responses. This connection is 
described by one leader who was interviewed, “Well, I think it’s really impacted the 
organization because it’s taught us to develop other people in the organization and help 
them grow. And it’s also really contributed to us having our improvement results” (R. 
Fechter, personal communication, October 28, 2017). As leaders are trained to consider 
the greater needs of the district and district’s customers, the system and culture supports 
improvement efforts. This finding was significant as it was a first indication of a CI 
mindset in district leaders.  
An improvement trend was revealed during the analysis of organizational results 
in this research cycle and was most interesting when compared to the interview response 
themes. An increase in the organization’s overall mean was noted between the third and 
fourth years of survey administration for the parent satisfaction and student engagement 
surveys. The parent satisfaction and student engagement surveys were both listed under 
the service pillar as measures on the district’s scorecard. This scorecard pillar aligned to 
the theme of “service” that emerged from the interview response coding. While a direct 
            
 
15 
 
correlation could not be made from these data, the results led to an interest in 
investigating whether leaders perceived the service excellence training provided by the 
leadership coach to have impacted the improvement in these two sets of organizational 
results.    
Third Research Cycle.  The third research cycle centered on information and 
questions generated at the conclusion of the second research cycle and was based on the 
need for CI leadership coaching in educational organizations. The purpose of third cycle 
was to understand what leaders value from leadership coaching in educational 
organizations. Interview and open-ended survey data revealed four major themes that 
reflected what participants value from leadership coaching: trust, longevity, 
structure/strategic, and conversation. Participants remarked about having a trusting 
relationship with the leadership coach, the longevity of the coaching relationship, the 
clear structure and strategy offered through goals and accountability practices, and 
opportunities to have focused conversation about progress and challenges. Three major 
themes were identified, in relation to the impact of leadership coaching on the 
organization. The synergy/symbiotic relationships theme represents relationships between 
leaders and their coach, as well as relationships within the organization. Interview 
participants reported an increased attention to reflection, as an impact of leadership 
coaching. Interview and survey responses indicated that leadership coaching impacts 
organizational culture. Tools and processes were also reported as benefits of coaching in 
the open-ended survey responses, with “strategic plan,” “rounding,” “scorecard,” “short 
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cycle reporting,” and “reward and recognition” among the eleven mentions of a specific 
tool or systematic process (Studer Education, 2017). One conclusion that was drawn from 
these data was that leaders in educational organizations value many interconnected 
aspects of leadership coaching. This case study research extended and combined the aims 
and findings from previous cycles to determine how CI impacted organizational results 
and perceived value of the CI leadership coaching intervention.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Purpose of the Study 
 A CI approach to addressing issues in educational organizations offered 
opportunity for lasting benefits that episodic and programmatic reactions could not 
provide. Systematic consideration of the knowledge, skills, and processes to support 
improvement was necessary for the efforts to be continuous (Langley et al., 2009). 
Implementation of a CI model in school districts provided leaders with a systematic 
framework and skills to draw on when challenges and gaps arise.  
This study addressed the need to examine long term impacts of CI in educational 
organizations. The study took place in a Midwestern school district and included leaders 
with executive and administrative roles. The study focused on the following research 
questions: 
RQ1: How did CI impact: 
a) student achievement? 
b) stakeholder satisfaction? 
c) district cost savings? 
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RQ2: What was the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders?  
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Chapter 2 
Theoretical Perspective and Research Guiding the Project 
This study was situated in a framework of CI. The first section of this chapter 
describes the origins of CI and ways in which the approach has been studied over time. 
The second section provides examples of CI across industries, particularly the business 
world. The third section of the chapter highlights the transfer of CI efforts to education. 
This is followed by an examination of the role of partnerships in supporting CI 
implementation. The chapter concludes with a review of what case studies of CI have 
found and an explanation of how those findings contributed to the current study.  
Origins of CI 
Put simply, CI is the intentional reduction of variance (Bryk et al., 2015; Deming, 
1993; Langley et al., 2009; Orsini, 2013). Variance “between people, in output, in service, 
in product” is inevitable (Orsini, 2013, p. 77). Reducing variance in a system results in 
increased quality and dependability of the product (Bryk et al., 2015; Orsini, 2013). The 
aim, then, is to get closer to predictability of the system’s components through CI. 
While simply defined, CI has been more complexly categorized as a philosophy, a 
methodology, a process, a set of behaviors, and a journey. As a philosophy, CI is the study 
of improvement. The variation in a system serves as a source of knowledge and informs 
improvement efforts (Lewis, 2015). The tools and structures by which the system uses the 
knowledge to improve is the methodology of CI (Bryk et al., 2015). Iterative cycles and 
evolution of improvement makes CI a process through which behaviors are learned and 
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reinforced (Bessant, Caffyn, & Gallagher 2001). CI is not a quick fix. It is a “learning 
journey” of “incremental changes” that improve organizational performance (Bryk, 2017, 
p. 8; Anand, Ward, Tatikonda, & Schilling, 2009, p. 446).    
The idea of CI as an organizational and management approach was made most 
popular by W. Edwards Deming (LeMahieu, Grunow, Baker, Nordstrum, & Gomez, 
2017). Before him, the development of Deming’s theories about the positive implications 
of CI models can be traced back to one of his biggest influences, Walter Shewhart. 
Shewhart brought quality improvement and management to the forefront for thinkers like 
Deming, through his work with improvement cycles at Bell Laboratories in the late 1930s 
(“PDSA Cycle,” n.d.; Moen & Norman, 2010).  
Determined to reduce variance in processes at the communications company, 
Shewart relied on statistics to find replicable ways to improve (Orsini, 2013; Moen & 
Norman, 2010). The use of statistics allowed for greater control and understanding of 
variance in the system, which resulted in Shewhart’s development of a control chart to 
measure quality in the organization (Orsini, 2013). Continued study of quality control and 
variance led to the creation of Shewhart’s first improvement model that outlined the 
linear steps of “specification, production, and inspection” (Moen & Norman, 2010, p. 
24). Specification refers to desired outcome, production is the action required to achieve 
the outcome, and inspection determines if the desired outcome was achieved (Orsini, 
2013). As the inspection step resulted in knowledge used to inform the next round of 
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steps, illustration of these steps was soon made cyclical and was viewed as necessarily 
ongoing (Moen & Norman, 2010).  
Shewart and Deming went on to teach cycles of CI to manufacturing and 
government industries. Through their combined efforts, the ideas and related process 
framework spread to Japan after World War II (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005). The growing 
interest in the improvement approach resulted in refinement of the cycle, to be dubbed 
the Deming wheel in the middle of the twentieth century (Moen & Norman, 2010). After 
introduction of the wheel to Japanese leaders, the cycle became known as Plan-Do-
Check-Act (PDCA) in Japanese manufacturing and business circles. Deming’s preference 
to study the results of a cycle, to inform the next, initiated another recasting of the 
approach to what has become the popular and widely used CI model, the Plan-Do-Study-
Act (PDSA) Cycle (“PDSA Cycle,” n.d.).  
Study of CI - Output, Infrastructure, & Strategy  
Across the literature, case studies aimed to determine how CI has been 
implemented and its impact on organizational performance (Bessant et al., 2001; 
Dahlgaard-Park & Dahlgaard, 2007; Langley et al., 2009). Case studies revealed that 
multiple improvements develop over time across the systems under review (Caffyn, 
1999). Improvement themes in the cases included those related to organizational outputs, 
along with concurrent adjustments in organizational infrastructure. 
Organizations have begun implementation of CI with specific output goals 
identified (Bryk, 2017). Themes across the cases examined in this review of literature 
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indicated CI efforts positively impacted output goals in the areas of quality (of primary 
product or service), cost savings, productivity, engagement, and satisfaction. These 
outcomes reflect attention to measures and actions focused on reducing variance in the 
core business of the organization (Coetzee, van der Merwe, & van Dyk, 2016; Langley et 
al., 2009). This case study research included an examination of the impact of CI on 
student achievement, satisfaction, and cost savings in a Midwestern school district. 
As a result of the ongoing improvement cycles, additional changes in 
organizational infrastructure and resource allotment were noted as necessary for 
sustaining CI (Anand et al., 2009; Anderson & Kumari, 2009). Case studies indicated that 
improvement in system-wide outputs does not happen in isolation. The implementation of 
CI resulted in a shift of the structural elements of the organization, as well as capacity 
building in the form of training and development opportunities (Fullan, 2007; Anderson 
& Kumari, 2009). Throughout the journey, system leaders recognized the need to train 
employees in the improvement methods and processes for executing the CI actions 
identified (Anand et al., 2009). Critical review and modification of leadership structures 
and resources occurred as organizations became systems of improvement (Conti, 2002). 
Of particular importance was the role and ability of leaders to serve as models and 
champions of CI in their organizations (Orsini, 2013). Bessant (2001) explained this 
phenomenon of simultaneous learning and refinement of the organization’s systems as 
required when moving from “embedded routines” to “new routines” that support 
improvement actions (p. 76). This research study included an examination of CI 
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leadership coaching activities and leaders’ perceptions of those activities, related to 
organizational results.   
Case studies of organizations that have implemented CI further found an impact 
of the approach on organizational strategy. Organizations have come to rely on CI to 
achieve key performance measures and as a way of getting ahead of the competition 
(Nilsson-Witell, Antoni, & Dahlgaard, 2005). Anand et al. (2009) noted, “Due to an 
increasing pace and complexity of business environments, organizations no longer 
compete on processes but the ability to continually improve processes” (p. 444). It is not 
enough to identify a process for accomplishing the objective, continual scrutiny of the 
process was required to maintain success in a highly competitive society and 
marketplace. CI promoted big picture understanding across an organization, as a means 
of increasing sustainability. 
CI across Industries 
While Japanese manufacturing served as the backdrop for proof of the CI concept 
in business, the increased popularity of the approach and promise for improved outcomes 
resulted in a spread of CI across multiple industries (Anand et al., 2009). Bessant, et al. 
(2001) explained CI can be found in manufacturing, service, and public industries. 
According to Orsini (2013), success in Japan was attributed to cycles of data used to 
drive actions and modifications of the system, as well as development of leader and 
employee skills within the improvement cycles. Examples of CI in these industries are 
detailed below and reflect the rationale and ways to measure the success of CI in multiple 
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settings.  In addition to similar measures of impact found in these examples, the strategies 
used to develop capacity to support CI within these systems reflected components of the 
leadership coaching intervention that was included in this case study research.  
 Packing materials manufacturer. The study of a packaging materials 
manufacturing company in the early 2000s aimed to determine the impact of CI on 
strategic goals. At the time of the study, the company had become intensely focused on 
implementation of CI to enhance quality and minimize costs associated with errors. This 
began with company-wide communication of the strategic plan and goals (Bessant et al., 
2001). Leaders “cascaded” the goals to division and department levels (Bessant et al., 
2001). Teams within the company began utilizing problem-solving processes and idea 
management systems. A system of “reward and recognition” was established, to reinforce 
consistency of practice and achievement of performance measures aligned to the strategic 
goals (Bessant et al., 2001). All employees also participated in daily progress monitoring 
meetings, in which errors, the related cost of errors, and productivity were the primary 
measures under review. As the study concluded, the company achieved a consistent 
reduction in costs related to errors and an increase in overall employee productivity 
(Bessant et al., 2001). The results of this case supported the inclusion of measures of 
quality (student achievement) and cost savings in the current study, as well as site 
observations as a source of data. 
 Product development. In addition to the critical time measure of productivity, 
the positive impact of CI on maximizing time has been noted in research on product 
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development. The study of a product development division within a much larger Swedish 
company identified a CI emphasis on reducing variance in existing processes to improve 
overall quality (Nilsson-Witell et al., 2005).  Employees in the division engaged in cycles 
of process study, coupled with self-assessment protocols. Results from the self-
assessments were used to identify frequent discrepancies in processes, and that variance 
informed the next improvement cycle (Nilsson-Witell et al., 2005). The cycles of 
studying, planning, and carrying out process improvements, resulted in a “50 percent 
[reduction in lead-times]” for product development (Nilsson-Witell et al., 2005, p. 762). 
The dedicated efforts to reduce time spent on ineffective processes eventually allowed the 
company to devote time and resources to improvement of more complex system issues. 
Observation and interview data collection methods included in this case study research 
aimed to determine the extent to which examination and discussions of student 
achievement, satisfaction, and cost savings data reflected practices used by teams like this 
product development division.    
 Healthcare organization. The reason for adopting CI methodologies in 
healthcare organizations were often more high-stakes, yet comparable to the strategic 
aims of other organizations. Reduction of unassisted falls in one healthcare organization 
became a critical need and focus in 2012 (Silva & Hain, 2017). Department leaders and 
the nursing team began the improvement process by collecting data from safety reports 
on falls occurring within a one-year time frame. They studied the data and developed 
action plans, focused on increasing consistency of safety practices. The plans included 
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process improvement and staff training actions. Training was conducted by internal team 
members, as well as trainers from the continuing education branch of the organization 
(Silva & Hain, 2017). Cycles of safety report reviews, action plan follow-through, and 
staff development led to a decrease in the number of “unassisted falls per 1,000 patient 
days” (Silva & Hain, 2017, p. 200). This research study also included observations of 
leadership development experiences and the integration of an external partnership in the 
form of a CI leadership coaching intervention.  
 Toyota. Bhuiyan & Baghel (2005) explained the transfer of CI to automotive 
manufacturing in Japan, after the Second World War. Toyota Motor Company initiated 
CI company-wide through the use of “Quality Circles” that evolved into what is widely 
known as the “Toyota Production System” and “lean manufacturing” (Womack & Jones, 
1996, p. 763). The lean manufacturing process included continuous review of data and 
systems to determine areas where waste exists, followed by actions to get rid of the waste 
(Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005). Toyota Motor Company’s CI efforts also included a 
significant focus on feedback and learning. Emphasis was placed on employees’ 
willingness to learn and make adjustments based on system and customer feedback. This 
was dubbed “just-in-time” production, in which attention to producing only inventory 
needed to meet customer demand effectively reduced overall cost and increased quality 
by streamlining human effort (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005, p. 763). Toyota Motor Company 
leadership was committed to training and empowering employees at all levels to identify 
and address waste (Womack & Jones, 1996). The ongoing scrutiny and action to improve 
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quality based on waste, costs, and productivity measures, made Toyota Motor Company 
“twice as effective” as Western manufacturers (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005, p. 763). 
Attention to the measures of student achievement, cost savings, and the inclusion of 
leadership coaching in this study mirrored the approach and aims of Toyota’s efforts to 
improve quality and reduce waste through systematic feedback and learning processes. 
 Motorola. Shewhart’s introduction of statistics to guide system improvements 
was enhanced and presented by Motorola Inc. as the “Six Sigma” approach to quality 
control in the late 1980s (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005, p. 763; Orsini, 2013). In an effort to 
compete with Japanese manufacturers, Motorola began utilizing the Six Sigma statistical 
process analysis, to reduce defects and variance (Linderman, Schroeder, Zaheer, & Choo, 
2003). Achieving the goal of Six Sigma meant that Motorola’s quality level was at 
99.99966%, a favorable “process yield” (Linderman et al., 2003, p. 194). Motorola 
combined the Six Sigma statistical approach with the DMAIC process improvement 
model, which is defined as “define opportunities, measure performance, analyze 
opportunities, improve performance, and control performance” (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 
2005, p. 764). Like PDSA, the DMAIC process was cyclical and utilized Six Sigma as a 
quality measure across all organizational areas (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005; Linderman et 
al., 2003). Motorola’s CI approach highlighted use of the proper tools and methods to 
address each process and area of variance. Of critical importance was the ability to 
precisely identify the issue and match it with the most appropriate improvement method 
and tools (Linderman et al., 2003). The use of Six Sigma to control for variance and 
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measure quality, combined with DMAIC improvement cycles allowed Motorola to 
increase productivity, achieve a cost savings of $14 billion, and experience five times the 
expected sales growth (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005). Data collection methods in this study 
aimed to determine the impact of CI on organizational results, including identification of 
related CI practices.  
The use of CI across industries provided evidence of desirable outcomes aligned 
to strategic organizational aims. While the idea first took shape in manufacturing, the 
success experienced through adoption of ongoing cycles of data analysis, action planning, 
and examination of effectiveness of the efforts led to the spread of CI to organizations 
and industries across the globe. Across these cases, organizational leadership empowered 
teams to learn and take action to reduce variance. This development of individual and 
team capabilities allowed for a transfer of CI from environments of high repetition to 
organizations with more complex outputs (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005). Informed by these 
cross industry cases, this research study included examination of similar measures of 
quality, satisfaction, and cost savings. This study specifically aimed to conclude how CI 
impacted these measures and perceptions of the value of CI leadership coaching as a 
partnership in the process.  
CI in Education 
 Deming (1986) described CI as a requirement that was just as true for education 
as it was for manufacturing, with organizational transformation as the ultimate result. The 
education industry experiences variance that is counter to the quality demanded (Orsini, 
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2013). In spite of the need to improve, Anderson & Kumari (2009) contested there are 
still too few examples of real CI happening in education. Instead, educational 
organizations have confused programs and initiatives, which may produce temporary 
pockets of improvement, with sustainable and cyclical CI practices (Anderson & Kumari, 
2009). In traditional education cases, the level of quality was already below standards and 
efforts to improve meant arriving back to levels acceptable for accountability reporting, 
which simply reflected reactive change to address the current state (Langley et al., 2009; 
Orsini, 2013). “Stamping out fires is not improvement” (Orsini, 2013, p. 172). Lasting 
improvement and change in education has not been achieved through episodic initiatives 
centered on mandated reporting requirements.  
Implementation of CI in education required a shift in the mindset of yearly 
accountability to a mindset of cyclical progress monitoring for long- and short-term goals 
(Elgart, 2016, p. 27).  
“In a continuously improving system, schools have a consistent way of measuring  
success that provides the ability to cross-reference and cross-validate evidence to 
draw a realistic picture — a 360-degree view or CT scan to operate on the system. 
With that information, leaders can more clearly see what needs to happen to 
obtain goals (Elgart, 2016, p. 27).”  
This change in thinking has not come easy to a system focused on evaluative reporting, 
but it is a change that many educational organizations found necessary and no longer 
optional, if they were to achieve expected and sustainable outcomes (Lewis, Perry, & 
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Murata, 2006; Park et al., 2013). As Dunaway et al. (2014) noted, more schools and 
districts were looking to and considering how models of CI can assist in achieving lasting 
results.  
 Japanese lesson study. A large-scale and historical example of CI in education 
was found in the “lesson study” cycles that occurred across all levels of schooling and 
across the nation of Japan (Lewis, 2015, p. 56). Unique to the education field, lesson 
study has been practiced in Japan for decades, with cycles of collaborative and data-based 
analysis of classroom lessons at the core of the improvement practice (Lewis et al., 
2006). Improvement cycles mirrored the common PDSA cycles and began with the study 
of data to identify improvement goals, followed by planning, action, and reflection 
(Lewis, 2015).  
In one specific case of a Japanese elementary school, leaders and teachers 
recognized a need to improve student success related to new mathematics standards 
(Lewis, 2015). Leaders worked with teachers on implementing the study, plan, do, reflect 
process and created “cause-and-effect diagram[s]” as a way to share learnings and 
illustrate actions taken in the context of student thinking (Lewis, 2015, p. 57). Math 
educators from outside of the school, including university and professional organization 
partners, brought in research, strategies, and model lessons. The partnerships supported 
the local efforts, while serving to spread the successful practices to other schools and 
districts (Lewis et al., 2006). Teachers also participated in cross-school lesson study 
groups, in which cause-and-effect diagrams, student math journals, and student 
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explanation quality indicators were collaboratively examined to identify areas of success 
and next steps for improvement (Lewis, 2015; Lewis et al., 2006). Over the course of the 
lesson study, teachers reported increased quality of students’ mathematical thinking and 
quality of mathematical explanations (Lewis, 2015). Like the partnership and emphasis 
on quality found in the Japanese elementary school, CI leadership coaching were 
examined in this study of a Midwestern school district, to determine if the partnership 
was perceived to be a valuable support for improving quality. 
 School District of Menomonee Falls. Deming (1993) suggested long-term 
planning and attentiveness to the big picture as critical practices for those leading 
organizations. This consideration of system-thinking was noted by educational 
organizations with attempting to implement CI practices to support long-term success. In 
2011, the superintendent and school board of the School District of Menomonee Falls 
(SDMF), Wisconsin, agreed to “shift the focus on evaluation” to a more student-centered 
focus on organization-wide support of developing CI practices at all levels in the system 
(Park et al., 2013, p. 12).  
The district began implementing PDSA cycles at the classroom level, along with 
process improvement and feedback loops at the leadership and central office level 
(Bloom, 2018). The SDMF leaders received ongoing training from the local technical 
college in Lean Six Sigma, a combination method that utilized both improvement 
approaches to reduce variance (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005; Bloom, 2018). The district 
implemented a “multi-level coaching system” to develop the capacity of employees at all 
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levels of the organization, including opportunities for the board to learn about CI 
practices and their impact (Park et al., 2013, p. 21). Teachers were coached in PDSA by 
district instructional coaches, leaders were coached by external CI leadership coaches, 
and board development was also provided by external CI leadership coaches (Bloom, 
2018; Park et al., 2013). CI progress results were shared with the board at the end of 
every 90 days (Park et al., 2013).  
The SDMF had a record of improved academic and operational results from the 
CI efforts (Park et al., 2013). Operational and cost-saving improvements resulted in a 
decrease of $74,000 in “worker’s compensation costs,” as well as money saved from 
increased training on how to efficiently use machinery required to conduct job tasks 
(Sparks, 2018). School and classroom results included a 62% decrease in suspensions “in 
the last five years” and test scores consistently remained above the state average (Park et 
al., 2013; Sparks, 2018). The SDMF’s inclusion and expectation of CI in every corner of 
the organization made a difference in their district outcomes. The SDMF case supported a 
focus on the value of the CI leadership coaching intervention, as well as the goal of 
determining overall impact of CI on student achievement and cost savings in this research 
study. 
Montgomery County Public Schools. Development of a CI approach and 
enhanced outcomes was also documented in a Maryland school district. In 1999, the 
Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) was already achieving at high levels, 
however, the achievement gap between various student populations was deemed 
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unacceptable by internal and external stakeholders (Park et al., 2013). To close the gap 
and ensure lasting improvement and success, the superintendent set the district on a CI 
course (Park et al., 2013).  
The district drew on CI methodologies, including PDSA and criteria from the 
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (MBNQA) (Park et al., 2013). The MBNQA 
was created by Congress and is presented each year by the President of the United States 
to organizations displaying performance excellence, as measured by scores in seven 
categories of quality (Wilson & Collier, 2000). All levels of district employees received 
training in PDSA, the MBNQA criteria, and process management. The district partnered 
with Harvard University, the Baldrige Initiative in Education, and local business leaders 
to provide feedback and support in implementing improvement strategies (Park et al., 
2013). As employee skills developed, improvement plans and root cause analysis were 
used at all levels of the organization. Employees also engaged in monthly progress 
monitoring, in which engagement, satisfaction, operations, and academic measures were 
reviewed (Park et al., 2013). In addition to receiving the MBNQA in 2010, the CI 
practices led to increased academic outcomes, specifically in math, as well as savings 
from operational and managerial efficiencies that were reallocated to schools and 
classrooms (Park et al., 2013). Findings in the MCPS case study reflected aims of the 
data collection methods of the Midwestern school district case study. Observations and 
interviews were used to determine ways in which leaders interacted with student 
achievement, satisfaction, and cost savings data, while scorecard and survey data 
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provided information about outcomes over the course of the CI leadership coaching 
intervention.  
 Pakistani girls’ school. A study of a secondary school for girls in Pakistan 
revealed a deliberate attempt to rethink system improvement for better academic 
outcomes. The school system’s first moves toward CI included an intense focus on 
developing leadership, including teacher leadership, and a thorough understanding of CI 
and improvement science. Teacher leaders received training in CI from university 
experts. Trained and untrained teachers were then paired up for the next academic year. 
Training of the untrained teachers expanded each year (Anderson & Kumari, 2009). 
Teachers participated in common planning time, to share strategies. These common 
planning times evolved into subject-based collaborations, in which teachers received 
training specific to their instructional areas (Anderson & Kumari, 2009). Eventually, the 
school collaborated with other schools to provide teachers with opportunities to conduct 
observations and receive feedback about instruction. As time went on, school leadership 
recognized the need to shift from a focus on teacher instruction to a focus on student 
learning behaviors. This shift required changes to the school’s CI structures and methods, 
and student performance tools became part of the teacher data review process (Anderson 
& Kumari, 2009).  
After a decade of CI efforts, the “shift to a child-focused improvement model” 
eventually resulted in never-before-seen exam scores, independent learning skills, and 
student questioning skills (Anderson & Kumari, 2009, p. 289). The systematic framework 
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of support established over the course of implementation created the conditions for on-
going success, while also becoming the focus of improvement itself. The organization’s 
leaders realized the processes and framework at the center of improvement must also be 
continuously inspected for opportunities and gaps (Anderson & Kumari, 2009). The time 
it took to achieve these results and systematic revelations offered insight for educational 
organizations taking steps toward CI. Determinations of similar patterns of improvement 
and practices were included in the study of the Midwestern school district, through the 
analysis of CI activities and identification of significant results over the course of the CI 
leadership coaching intervention. 
Networked Improvement Communities. The transfer of CI approaches to 
education has been increasingly championed by large organizations, like the Carnegie 
Foundation. Bryk et al. (2015) detailed a realization of the applicability of CI in 
education, after hearing about the differences the approach was making in healthcare 
organizations from executives at the Institute for Healthcare Improvement in 2008. This 
eventually resulted in the Carnegie Foundation’s launch of “networked improvement 
communities” (NICs) in education (Bryk et al., 2015, p. 7). The networks were intended 
to be collaborative learning and innovation hubs in education, to explore and spread the 
theory and practice of CI in educational organizations (LeMahieu et al., 2017).  
The Carnegie Math Pathways NIC was initiated in 2010 to reduce math failure 
rates in community colleges (LeMahieu et al., 2017). The NIC was comprised of math 
faculty, researchers from various foundations, content experts, and instructional designers 
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(LeMahieu et al., 2017). A sub-team of the larger NIC, called the “initiation team,” 
completed a driver diagram to begin the improvement process (LeMahieu et al., 2017, p. 
15). The driver diagram identified the change needed and the best strategies to attempt. 
The “primary drivers” were the specific actions aimed to impact the change needed, 
while “secondary drivers” were structural changes needed to support the primary drivers 
(LeMahieu et al., 2017, p. 15). The driver diagram served as the beginning plan for 
improvement action. As the change efforts were implemented, the NIC engaged in PDSA 
cycles, by continuously studying the results and attempting changes in multiple areas. 
During progress monitoring, the driver diagram was adapted and ineffective strategies 
were removed (LeMahieu et al., 2017). School leadership guided inquiry into the failure 
of the strategy and used that information to make infrastructure adjustments needed 
(LeMahieu et al., 2017). The network of experts and practitioners who participated in 
cycles of improvement resulted in improved developmental math outcomes (LeMahieu et 
al., 2017). The Carnegie Foundation continued to create opportunities for this networked 
approach to CI in hopes of growing the innovation across learning systems (Bryk et al., 
2015). A similar partnership approach was included in the current study, in the form of 
CI leadership coaching intervention. Data analysis involved determinations of any 
connections between partnership activities and improvement results.   
Role of leadership. Across the studies of CI in education, leadership was central 
to the success of improvement efforts. According to Deming (in Orsini, 2013), “[Q]uality 
is directed at the top” (p. 69). A leader’s primary responsibility in organizations seeking 
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CI was to establish the environment for improvement (Leithwood, Seashore Louis, 
Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). This began with a personal commitment to improvement 
that models a willingness to change and grow (Langley et al., 2009). Building the 
organization’s capacity for CI required the leadership’s deliberate attention to creating 
time and space for development of skill and knowledge (Anderson & Kumari, 2009; 
Juergensen, 2000). As leaders collaboratively participated in cycles of CI, it was 
important to recognize and celebrate “incremental improvement,” as this promoted the 
necessary behaviors, methods, and mindsets that eventually created cultures of CI in 
organizations (Caffyn, 1999, p. 1143). The cases detailed in this review of literature 
showed organizational leaders initiating and championing CI, they ensured all employees 
received training needed, engaged in leadership development, worked alongside 
employees throughout PDSA cycles, and maintained responsibility for designing and 
adjusting system infrastructure to support and sustain improvement. These cases provided 
a foundation for the current study that aimed to determine the impact of CI practices in a 
Midwestern school district, including the value of related leadership coaching activities.  
CI Partnerships  
The cases presented in this review also featured partnerships that supported the 
implementation of CI. Leaders drew on external organizations to provide training for 
employees at all levels and to provide external perspectives for CI processes. As noted in 
Orsini (2013), “You really do need outside help, preferably from knowledgeable 
consultants who can work with you on a long-term basis” (p. 171). This was especially 
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true for the highest levels of organizational leadership, as those individuals needed 
outside mentors to provide guidance and thought partnership (Langley et al., 2009; 
Orsini, 2013).  
In the cases of the SDMF and MCPS, multiple partners were specifically utilized 
on a continuous basis for leadership support and feedback on the system’s performance 
and approach to CI, resulting in improvements in student achievement, cost savings, and 
engagement in CI (Park et al., 2013). The SDMF specifically included CI leadership 
coaches as a strategic support for developing leadership capacity for CI (Bloom, 2018). 
The Pakistani girls’ school met the aim of improving student achievement by utilizing 
university and district-wide partnerships to develop teacher leadership and collaborative 
CI practices (Anderson & Kumari, 2009). In Japan, external partners provided research 
and strategies to support implementation of lesson study cycles throughout the 
organization and succeeded in increasing the quality of students’ mathematical thinking 
and performance (Lewis, 2015). The Carnegie Foundation’s Math Pathways NIC relied 
on a broad range of feedback, research, and operational assistance from a network of 
expert partners, to support all levels of organizational CI and improved developmental 
math outcomes for community college students (LeMahieu et al., 2017).  
The use of an external set of eyes to filter and analyze organizational data for 
action was a practice those making strides with CI models embraced. Even so, this 
practice was not as readily adopted by educational leaders and systems accustomed to 
identifying areas of improvement through an accountability lens (Elmore, 2009). 
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Educational organizations that implemented CI recognized the benefit of utilizing 
partnerships to support planning, execution, and alignment of people and system 
structures through an ongoing feedback process (Bryk, 2017). As more educational 
organizations acknowledge the opportunity and need for CI, “the process of continuous 
improvement [will be] a ‘black box’ [to] unpack” (Park, Daly, & Guerra, 2012, p. 661). 
CI leadership coaching, as seen in the case of the SDMF, was one way to support 
organizational improvement efforts. A CI leadership coaching intervention was included 
in this case study research. The study aimed to determine the perceived value of this CI 
support. 
Measures, results, and implications 
Themes in organizational goals, measures, and results were apparent from the 
review of CI case studies across industries and education. The goal of CI implementation 
in organizations was to reduce variance (Bryk, 2017; Orsini, 2013). Variance was found 
and measured largely by costs and quality indicators. In business, quality was related to 
the organization’s primary product or service. In education, student achievement served 
as the quality indicator. As quality increased and variance decreased, costs associated 
with correcting the variance were reduced. In addition to quality and cost savings, the 
cases examined in this review of literature emphasized the satisfaction of employees and 
customers as related measures of CI. These “interconnected parts” contributed to the 
organization’s overall achievement of lasting CI (Elgart, 2017, p. 55). Improvement in 
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quality, cost savings, and satisfaction were significant measures to monitor during an 
organization’s CI journey. 
As more educational systems have begun to view improvement as an on-going 
practice, adjusting and aligning the systems to this approach has been necessary and 
challenging (Anand et al., 2009).  This includes a system-wide examination of the 
processes, strategies, and data being used to make decisions about next steps for 
improvement. CI leadership coaching offered a structured framework to guide and 
develop focus around organizational aims, infrastructure to support CI, and individual 
capacity building (Farver & Holt, 2015).  
This study included a leadership coaching partnership to assist a Midwestern 
school district in CI efforts and measured success using methods that had been utilized in 
previous studies. Evidence of improved student achievement, cost savings, and 
satisfaction served as indicators of successful implementation of CI in the school district. 
An examination of strategic alignment and adjustment of infrastructure to support CI 
throughout implementation was incorporated into the research. The study also aimed to 
determine the perceived value of CI leadership coaching and its impact on CI results. 
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Chapter 3 
Methods 
Setting 
 This study took place during the 2018-2019 academic year. The Midwestern 
School District (MSD) in Wisconsin was the setting for this action research case study. 
The decision to study the MSD was purposeful and based on knowledge of the story 
available through this district’s CI efforts (Creswell, 2015). The MSD was a suburban 
school district, with an enrollment of 5,215 students. The district was comprised of ten 
schools or programs, including one high school, one middle school, six elementary 
schools, one alternative program, and one pre-kindergarten program. The district had 
seven central office departments. The MSD had thirteen school administrators, including 
principals, assistant principals, and one program director. There were seven district office 
administrators. 
 The four-year graduation rate for MSD was eighty-one percent. The district had a 
thirty-four percent participation rate in advanced placement courses, with a passing rate 
of seventy-six percent (“Midwestern School District High School,” n.d.). The college 
readiness score for the 2016-2017 academic year was 86.3/100, compared to the average 
state score of 86.5/100 (“Report Cards Home,” n.d.). The MSD’s overall state report card 
score increased from 67.3 in 2015-2016 to 69.1 in 2016-2017 (“Report Cards Home,” 
n.d.). 
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 The district began an official CI journey, in partnership with Studer Education, in 
the summer of 2014. The partnership began with support for the creation of a district 
strategic plan, followed by development of organizational goals. The partnership also 
included guidance for district leadership’s CI efforts in each strategic area. 
Participants 
 The participants in this study included district leaders, the CI leadership coach, 
employees, parents, and students. Employees, parents, and students served as anonymous 
respondents to stakeholder surveys included in this study. District leaders were 
purposefully chosen based on their administrative positions within the district. These 
district leaders also served as a homogenous sampling and offered valuable insight into 
the district’s CI efforts (Creswell, 2015). A total of twenty district leaders participated in 
the study. 
 Recruitment. Participant recruitment began with the superintendent, who acted 
as the district “gatekeeper” (Creswell, 2015, p. 210). For each survey administration, the 
superintendent shared information about accessing the surveys used in the study with all 
employees, parents, and students. Survey respondents were anonymous.  
A list of district leaders was obtained from the superintendent. An email 
containing information about the study was individually sent to all district leaders. The 
email highlighted observation and interview data collection methods. The email also 
included a request to participate in semi-structured interviews for the study. To protect 
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confidentiality, a final list of interview participants was not shared with the 
superintendent.  
Role of the Researcher 
 In this case study, my role was that of a participant, as well as a nonparticipant 
(Creswell, 2015, p. 213). This dual role was the result of professional responsibilities 
unrelated to the study that overlapped data collection processes.  
Professional responsibilities. As part of my professional obligations, I acted as a 
participant and supported this district in their use of an Online Scorecard Tool for three 
years prior to the study. The district relied on the tool as part of their overall CI approach. 
The scorecard was used to set, communicate, and track progress on district and leader 
goals. I provided district leaders with primarily technical support for this tool and 
process. This previous connection with district leadership resulted in an ongoing 
awareness and participatory discussion of CI goals.  
Observations. The email explanation of the study made my role “overt” and 
participants had full awareness of the purpose of my observations (Rossman & Rallis, 
2017, p. 132). During on-site observations, I was a nonparticipant in the observed 
activities (Creswell, 2015). I exchanged pleasantries with participants before and after 
observations, but sat on the edge of meeting spaces and took notes about what I saw and 
heard as activities commenced.  
Interviews. My role as a researcher during interview activities was also explicitly 
communicated. Interviews were coordinated with leaders, including a specified purpose 
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and connection to the research study. The interviews followed a semi-structured format, 
allowing for follow-up questions to be asked (Creswell, 2015). In addition to 
interviewing district leaders, the district’s leadership coach was also interviewed. This 
interview was intended to provide the leadership coach’s perspective of the value and 
impact of the intervention. 
Bias. My professional role granted me access to information about and interaction 
with districts served by our CI leadership coaches around the country. I supported several 
of those districts in their use of the Online Scorecard Tool, as well the occasional delivery 
of on-site leadership development training. While I never provided direct on-site training 
to MSD, these experiences and interactions with other districts resulted in a firm belief of 
the positive impact of CI. The Online Scorecard Tool support I provided to MSD created 
a preexisting awareness of their aims and the commitment the district made to CI. Prior to 
the study, I did not examine MSD data to any meaningful extent. However, my 
propensity toward CI practices created an expectation of positive impact on results in 
MSD.  
Intervention 
 The intervention in this study was CI leadership coaching. The intervention in 
MSD began in 2014. This case study was conducted during the 2018-2019 academic year 
and included collection and analysis of historical data from the beginning of the district’s 
CI approach and intervention. 
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The CI leadership coaching intervention was a formal partnership between the 
coach and district leadership. The coach guided leaders through a process of using data to 
set goals and identify behaviors and processes needed for CI to occur (Studer & Pilcher, 
2015). Over the course of the formal CI partnership, coaching included several on-site 
visits per year, monthly coaching calls, video conferencing sessions, and as-needed 
access to the coach via phone call or text.  
Annual plans. The CI leadership coach was responsible for developing an annual 
plan that assisted the MSD in targeting specific areas for improvement. Target areas for 
the first year of the partnership were identified through an initial round of diagnosis, 
which included conference call sessions with the organization’s superintendent and 
cabinet-level leaders. For each additional year of the partnership, the leadership coach 
worked in collaboration with the district leadership team to analyze data and priorities to 
develop or modify the annual plan. The annual plan outlined key strategies and leadership 
development opportunities that supported the process of CI to address the target areas. 
The plan also included dates for on-site visits, virtual coaching sessions, and coaching 
calls. Collection and use of annual plan data provided a record and timeline of CI actions 
and assisted in building a strong understanding of the research context (Charmaz, 2014).  
A condensed version of CI leadership coaching annual plan details for MSD is 
included in Table 1. A complete version of the leadership coaching annual plan is 
provided as Appendix A. 
Table 1 
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Leadership Coaching Activities by Year, Type, and Quantity 
2014-2015 Academic Year 
Type of Leadership Coaching Activity  Quantity 
Coaching Call 3 
On-site Visit 5 
Virtual Coaching 0 
Employee Engagement Survey 2 
District Services Survey 3 
Parent Satisfaction Survey 1 
Student Engagement Survey 0 
2015-2016 Academic Year 
Type of Leadership Coaching Activity  Quantity 
Coaching Call 10 
On-site Visit 5 
Virtual Coaching 8 
Employee Engagement Survey 2 
District Services Survey 2 
Parent Satisfaction Survey 1 
Student Engagement Survey 1 
2016-2017 Academic Year 
Type of Leadership Coaching Activity  Quantity 
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Coaching Call 12 
On-site Visit 4 
Virtual Coaching 7 
Employee Engagement Survey 2 
District Services Survey 2 
Parent Satisfaction Survey 1 
Student Engagement Survey 1 
2017-2018 Academic Year 
Type of Leadership Coaching Activity  Quantity 
Coaching Call 5 
On-site Visit 4 
Virtual Coaching 0 
Employee Engagement Survey 1 
District Services Survey 1 
Parent Satisfaction Survey 1 
Student Engagement Survey 1 
 
Instruments and Data Sources 
 This case study employed quantitative and qualitative data collection approaches. 
Quantitative data collection included employee surveys, parent surveys, student surveys, 
district scorecards, and the state data dashboard. Qualitative data collection included 
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interviews, observation notes, and analytic memos. Collection of both quantitative and 
qualitative data supported a thorough understanding of how CI in MSD was 
implemented, the impact, and perceptions of these efforts over the course of the 
leadership coaching intervention.  
 Surveys. The CI leadership coaching partnership included administration of 
several stakeholder surveys each year in the MSD. Each survey was administered by 
Studer Education. The analysis of survey data was also completed by Studer Education, 
with a results report compiled and distributed to the district leadership team. These data 
were collected to measure the extent of improvement in the area of stakeholder 
satisfaction. 
Employee survey. For the first three years of the partnership, the Employee 
Engagement Survey was administered once in the fall and once in the spring. The district 
decided to administer the survey once in the spring, beginning in the 2017-2018 academic 
year (see Appendix A). Though the formal name of the survey referenced engagement, 
the survey was used as a measure of employee satisfaction in this study.  
The employee survey was anonymous and open to all employees in the district 
and asked for feedback on the extent to which leaders create an environment to support 
the highest levels of employee performance. Information about accessing the survey was 
sent from Studer Education to the district superintendent. The superintendent was asked 
to communicate the information to all employees. The employee survey (Appendix B) 
contained eighteen items with five Likert scale response options ranging from strongly 
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agree to strongly disagree. The constructs on the survey included: Effective Supervisor, 
Effective Superintendent, and District Communication. The District Communication 
construct was piloted in 2018 (items C1-C4) and was not included in this analysis. There 
were three open-ended survey items that asked employees what’s working well, what 
could be improved, and who should be recognized for good work. Responses to these 
items were not included in this analysis. 
A 2012 reliability study included two tests of reliability for the employee survey. 
Internal consistency was measured using Cronbach’s Alpha. Test-Retest reliability, or 
consistency over time, was measured using Pearson Correlation Coefficient. The internal 
consistency analysis found the instrument (original items 1-14, Effective Supervisor and 
Effective Superintendent constructs) to be a reliable measure of a single construct 
(Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.941), as values near 1.000 represented high internal consistency 
(Studer Education, 2012a). “Item correlations of greater than 0.7 are considered suitable, 
while those of less than 0.3 are considered weak” (Studer Education, 2012a). The Pearson 
Correlation Coefficient results related to the Effective Supervisor construct range from 
0.663 - .821 and were near “suitable” (Studer Education, 2012a, p. 5). The results related 
to the Effective Superintendent construct were also near “suitable” and ranged from 
0.642 – 0.828 (Studer Education, 2012a, p. 5).  
Parent survey. The Parent Satisfaction Survey was administered once each 
spring. This survey was open to all parents and caregivers and asked for feedback about 
the level of satisfaction with the school environment. Information about accessing the 
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survey was sent from Studer Education to the district superintendent. The superintendent 
was asked to communicate the information to all parents with children in the district. This 
survey (Appendix C) contained seventeen items with five Likert scale response options 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. There were three open-ended survey 
items that asked parents what’s working well, what could be improved, and who should 
be recognized at the school. Responses to the open-ended items were not included in this 
analysis. The constructs on the survey included: Experience and School Leadership and 
Superintendent. A 2012 reliability study of the parent survey found high levels of internal 
consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.955) and “suitable” consistency over time (Pearson 
Correlation Coefficient ranges between 0.822 to 0.915) (Studer Education, 2012b, p. 6). 
Student survey. The Student Engagement Survey was administered once a year in 
the MSD. Though the formal name of the survey referenced engagement, the survey was 
used as a measure of student satisfaction in this study. Students in grades two through 
twelve completed this survey and provided feedback about their School Experience, 
which was the survey’s construct. Information about accessing the survey was sent from 
Studer Education to the district superintendent. The superintendent was asked to 
communicate the information to school leaders who were then asked to communicate the 
information to students.  The survey used a five-point Likert scale with response options 
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree (see Appendix D). A 2017 test of item 
validity was conducted and found minimal within item or within measure variance (+/- 
0.04), along with a factor loading of .734 (Studer Education, 2017).  
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Interviews. Several rounds of semi-structured interviews were used during the 
data collection process. Interviews were conducted during on-site visits to the district, as 
well as by phone. Interview participants included district leaders and the district’s CI 
leadership coach. 
On-site visits. Face-to-face interviews were conducted during an on-site visit to 
the district in the fall and in the spring. Interviews were scheduled with those who agreed 
to serve as interview participants for the study, in response to the recruitment email. 
These interviews aimed to determine perceptions of CI implementation, including 
leadership coaching, and perceptions of the impact of CI on student achievement, 
satisfaction, and cost savings in the district. All interviews were scheduled for sixty 
minutes and recorded. “Base questions” for each interview were used, while follow-up 
questions allowed for clarification and additional probing (see Appendix E) (Mertler, 
2017, p. 134).  
Phone. Phone interviews were conducted in the fall and spring. These interviews 
were scheduled to compensate for scheduling conflicts during the on-site visit and to 
ensure all participant perspectives were collected for the study. Phone interviews utilized 
the same interview protocol used during the face-to-face interviews.  
Coach. A face-to-face interview of the CI leadership coach was conducted in the 
spring. The purpose of this interview was to determine the coach’s perception of the 
value of leadership coaching and the impact of CI efforts on the district’s student 
achievement, satisfaction, and cost saving results (see Appendix F). This interview was 
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also an opportunity to ask clarifying questions about CI processes in the district and 
observation notes. The semi-structured interview was scheduled for sixty minutes and 
was recorded.       
Member-checking. A process of member-checking provided an opportunity for 
interview participants to validate the data (Creswell, 2015). Each interview participant 
was asked to review notes from the interview and indicate any details that were 
incongruent with his/her experience.  
Observation notes. Observation notes were recorded during on-site visits to the 
MSD. Two on-site visits to the district were conducted during the 2018-2019 academic 
year, for the purposes of data collection. The first visit occurred in the fall of 2018. The 
second visit occurred in the spring of 2019. Observation notes were recorded during each 
visit. 
Each visit included observation of a leadership development session, in which 
school and department leaders participated and the leadership coach facilitated. During 
each observation, I specifically looked for and documented:  
• review and discussion of data, 
• discussion of efficiencies and processes, 
• examples of improvement shared, 
• reactions to decisions communicated, 
• extent of participation in sessions, 
• discussion of CI strategies, 
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• questions asked of the leadership coach, 
• feedback offered to district leadership and the leadership coach, and 
• planning. 
I acted as a nonparticipant observer, during these visits (Creswell, 2015). Observation 
notes were collected to aid in the development of a description of the case, as well as to 
compare actual leadership behaviors and processes to those described in interview 
responses (Creswell, 2015).  
District scorecards. The MSD utilized a district scorecard process to create 
annual district and individual leader goals and to monitor improvement progress. Goals 
on the scorecards were organized under the district’s strategic areas for improvement: 
Student Achievement, People, Service, Finance, and Quality. Collection of the scorecard 
documents informed how CI has impacted student achievement and cost savings. 
State data dashboard. Historical and current student achievement data for the 
MSD were publicly available through a state data dashboard. These data were 
downloaded from the public dashboard online, to inform how CI has impacted student 
achievement.  
Analytic memos. Given the variety of data collected, analytic memos were used 
to synthesize information across data sources (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). The use of 
analytic memos occurred as an ongoing method of recording links between data sources, 
the process was also deliberately scheduled to coincide with the collection and review of 
larger volumes of data. Analytic memos were scheduled to follow each round of 
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interviews and observations, as well as after collection of survey data, annual plans, and 
scorecards. Analytic memos supported movement between data collection and data 
analysis processes (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). 
 Table 2 provides a timeline of the study. 
Table 2 
Timeline of the Study 
Month Action 
October 2018 Recruited interview participants via introduction email 
October 2018 On-site observation and face-to-face interviews 
October 2018 Began analytic memos 
November 2018 Coded observation notes 
November 2018 Transcribed interviews 
December 2018 Collected historical survey results and began survey data 
analysis (Employee, Parent, and Student) 
December 2018 Began triangulation & analytic memos (observation 
notes, interviews, and survey data) 
January 2019 Scheduled and conducted phone interviews 
January 2019 Collected annual district scorecards for all years of 
scorecard implementation 
January 2019 Triangulation & analytic memos (scorecards, 
observation notes, interviews, and survey data) 
February 2019 Conducted phone interviews 
February 2019 Transcribed interviews 
February 2019 Coded interviews 
March 2019 Conducted phone interviews 
March 2019 Transcribed interviews 
March 2019 Coded interviews 
April 2019 On-site observation and face-to-face interviews 
April 2019  Transcribed interviews 
April 2019 Coded interviews 
April 2019  Coded observation notes 
April 2019 Triangulation & analytic memos (scorecards, 
observation notes, interviews, and survey data) 
April-June 2019 Member-checking 
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Data Analysis 
In this study, data analysis was an iterative process. The processes of data 
collection and analysis was often simultaneous (Creswell, 2015). The use of analytic 
memos served as an analysis thread that ran throughout the study. Analytic memos were 
used to capture key insights, summarize findings and observations, and record next steps. 
The memos were a tool for analysis and ongoing sense-making. 
Coding. Analysis of interview data and observation notes involved several rounds 
of coding and analysis. Interview data analysis began with transcription of all interviewer 
and interviewee statements. A software program called MAXQDA was used to support 
the coding of interview transcripts and observation notes. An initial round of coding 
involved the identification of key words and phrases from interview transcripts and 
observation notes. This was followed by the determination of categories. A final round of 
analysis resulted in a decision of theme-related components and final themes (Rossman & 
Rallis, 2017; Charmaz, 2014).  
How did CI impact student achievement, satisfaction, and cost savings?  
District scorecard, survey, observation, and interview data were analyzed to 
determine the impact of CI on indicators of student achievement, satisfaction, and cost 
savings. A process of comparing codes from interview and observation notes to survey, 
district scorecard, and state data dashboard data allowed for the development of a 
comprehensive understanding of CI results in MSD. Survey, district scorecard, and state 
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data dashboard data provided numerical results, while interview and observation data 
provided examples of the impact related to the CI indicators.  
Survey, district scorecards, and state data dashboard data were analyzed with the 
aim of determining patterns or trends in the results over the course of CI implementation. 
Analytic memos were used to track significant trends in each data set. These memos were 
compared to analytic memos from interviews and observations, to determine instances of 
alignment between numerical results and narrative descriptions of the impact of CI 
efforts. This allowed for identification and verification of participant-reported CI results 
in the areas of student achievement, satisfaction, and cost savings.  
Student achievement. In this research study, student achievement was the 
indicator of quality. To determine the impact of CI on student achievement, I followed 
the process of comparing numerical results and interview and observation codes noted 
above. Specific student achievement data included: student achievement goal results on 
the district’s scorecard, student achievement results from the state data dashboard, review 
and discussion of student achievement data found in observation notes, and district leader 
interview questions 1 and 2 (see Appendix E), though the semi-structured nature of each 
interview allowed for identification of related key words across interview responses.  
Stakeholder satisfaction. The analysis of impact on stakeholder satisfaction 
included data from surveys, observation notes, and interviews. Results from the 
employee, parent, and student surveys informed about the impact of CI on satisfaction 
(see Appendix B, C, and D). The analysis of these survey data included a factor analysis 
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to confirm the constructs of each survey. Repeated measures ANOVA was used to 
determine significance of mean differences for each construct of each survey across 
survey administrations (Ivankova, 2015). Observation notes included review and 
discussion of satisfaction data, examples of improved satisfaction shared, and reactions to 
decisions communicated. District leader interview questions 4 – 11 (see Appendix E) 
informed about the impact of CI on stakeholder satisfaction, though the semi-structured 
nature of each interview allowed for identification of related key words across interview 
responses. 
Cost savings. Data from the district scorecard, observation notes, and interviews 
assisted in determining the impact of CI on cost savings. Finance goal results on the 
district scorecard were examined to determine any trends in goal achievement. 
Observations notes about efficiencies, financial results or data, and cost saving efforts 
were analyzed. The impact of CI on cost savings was also informed by district leader 
interview question 3 (see Appendix E), though the semi-structured nature of each 
interview allowed for identification of related key words across interview responses. 
What was the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders? 
Data from interviews and observation notes were used to determine perceptions of 
the value of CI leadership coaching. Interviews served as the primary sources of 
information to answer this research question. Specific interview questions included in this 
analysis were: district leader interview questions 24 – 32 (see Appendix E), and all (1 – 
11) leadership coach interview questions (see Appendix F). The semi-structured nature of 
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each interview allowed for identification of related key words across interview responses. 
Topics of discussion and questions asked by district leadership during observations 
provided additional insight about the perceived value of leadership coaching. To 
determine the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders, analysis included 
observation notes about questions asked of the leadership coach, feedback offered to 
district leadership and the leadership coach, and data use during observations. The 
process of coding previously described assisted in determining the overall perceived 
value of leadership coaching.  
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Chapter 4 
Data Analysis and Results 
 This chapter contains the analysis and results of the quantitative and qualitative 
data collected throughout the study. For each research question, results from quantitative 
data are first presented, followed by results from qualitative data. The data analysis and 
results are organized and presented by the research questions: 
RQ1: How did CI impact: 
a) student achievement? 
b) stakeholder satisfaction? 
c) district cost savings? 
RQ2: What was the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders? 
Quantitative data collection and analysis included results from district scorecards, 
the state data dashboard, employee surveys, parent surveys, and student surveys. 
Qualitative data collection and analysis included results from fall on-site observation 
notes, spring on-site observation notes, district leader interviews, a leadership coach 
interview, and analytic memos. 
Quantitative & Qualitative Data Overview 
The quantitative results were based on three data source types: district scorecards, 
the state data dashboard, and stakeholder surveys. Results for district scorecard goals 
were entered into a Microsoft Excel database. The database included goal statements by 
year and results by year for student achievement and finance (cost savings) goals. Data 
            
 
59 
 
from the state data dashboard were also entered into a Microsoft Excel database. The 
database included results by year for each student achievement measure. Survey data files 
were entered into IBM SPSS, to conduct a factor analysis and repeated measures 
ANOVA for each survey.   
 The qualitative results were based on four data source types: notes from two on-
site observations of the Midwestern School District, twenty district leader interviews, a 
CI leadership coach interview, and analytic memos. Qualitative data from observations 
and interviews were entered into MAXQDA and coded. Using the constant comparative 
method, initial codes were first developed from key words and short phrases (Charmaz, 
2014). These initial codes were modified and merged into categories. An additional round 
of analysis resulted in the grouping of theme-related components and identification of 
final themes. Assertions were then developed, based on the final themes. 
RQ1a: How did CI impact student achievement?  
Both quantitative and qualitative data were used to answer this question. Results 
revealed CI was slow to impact student achievement. The district began CI efforts in late 
2014, with improvements in student achievement outcomes in the areas of English and 
math occurring in 2017. Improvement was sustained only in the area of math in 2018.   
Quantitative results for the impact of CI on student achievement. Data from 
the MSD district scorecards and data from the state data dashboard were collected to 
inform the impact of CI on student achievement.  
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District scorecard results. MSD district scorecards were collected and contain the 
district’s goals and results for academic years 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018. 
The district scorecards were examined to determine any change in student achievement 
results from one academic year to the next. Table 3 presents the district’s goal statement, 
results by year, and an indicator (bold text) of scorecard goals that were met or exceeded. 
Scorecard goals were established by MSD leaders, with guidance from the CI leadership 
coach. Significance of results by year is unknown, as the goals were not consistent across 
years, so statistical comparisons were not possible. The first district scorecard was 
created in 2015. It is important to note that in 2015 a new state student assessment was 
utilized, which was replaced by another assessment in 2016. Also, in creating the 
scorecard for the 2017-2018 academic year, the district adjusted the student achievement 
goals. Leaders shifted from setting goals specifically intended to track improvements of 
the lowest performing students (Exceed 1 Year’s progress) to setting goals to mirror state 
accountability reporting (levels of proficient and advanced) (Superintendent, personal 
communication, April 10, 2019). This resulted in 2017 results serving as a baseline for 
two scorecard goals: (a) proficient or advanced in ELA, and (b) proficient or advanced in 
math.  The district set a total of fifteen student achievement goals across academic years 
2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 (see Appendix H). 
Table 3 
District Scorecard Student Achievement Goals and Results 
Student Achievement Goal 2015a 2016 2017 2018 
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Make 1 Year's progress in ELA 88% 64.10% 82.34% N/A 
Make 1 Year's progress in Math 78% 61% 81.74% N/A 
Exceed 1 Year's progress in ELA 
(closing the gap) 42% 15.50% 23.50% N/A 
Exceed 1 Year's progress in Math 
(closing the gap) 24% 12.30% 18.60% N/A 
Proficient or advanced in ELA N/A N/A 45.4% 44.8% 
Proficient or advanced in Math N/A N/A 38.8% 47.7% 
ACT score  19.4 19.8 20.1 20.0 
Note: Results that met or exceeded scorecard goal are in bold. 
aSingle year use of this State Exam (excludes ACT); new state assessment beginning in 
2016 
  
Students making 1 year’s progress in ELA. Making one year’s progress in ELA 
was the combined percentage of students scoring proficient or advanced. The district did 
not meet the 2015 or 2016 scorecard goal. In 2017, the district exceeded the scorecard 
goal. This goal did not appear on the 2018 scorecard. 
 Students making 1 year’s progress in math. Making one year’s progress in math 
was the combined percentage of students scoring proficient or advanced. The district did 
not meet the 2015 or 2016 scorecard goal. The district exceeded the 2017 scorecard goal. 
This goal did not appear on the 2018 scorecard. 
 Students exceeding 1 year’s progress in ELA (closing the gap). Exceeding one 
year’s progress in ELA was the percentage of students making more than one year’s 
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progress, in order to close the achievement gap. This goal was set to track progress of the 
district’s lowest performing students (Superintendent, personal communication, April 10, 
2019). The district did not meet the 2015 or 2016 scorecard goal. In 2017, the district 
exceeded the scorecard goal. This goal did not appear on the 2018 scorecard. 
 Students exceeding 1 year’s progress in math (closing the gap). Exceeding one 
year’s progress in math was the percentage of students making more than one year’s 
progress, in order to close the achievement gap. This goal was set to track progress of the 
district’s lowest performing students (Superintendent, personal communication, April 10, 
2019). The district did not meet the 2015 or 2016 scorecard goal. In 2017, the district 
exceeded the scorecard goal. This goal did not appear on the 2018 scorecard. 
 Proficient or advanced in ELA. Proficient or advanced in ELA was the combined 
percentage of students scoring proficient or advanced, according to updated state 
formulas. The district did not meet the 2017 or 2018 scorecard goal. 
 Proficient or advanced in math. Proficient or advanced in math was the combined 
percentage of students scoring proficient or advanced, according to updated state 
formulas. The district did not meet the 2017 scorecard goal. In 2018, the district exceeded 
the scorecard goal.  
 ACT score. The ACT score was the district’s average American College Testing 
(ACT) score.  The district did not meet the 2015, 2016, or 2018 scorecard goal. In 2017, 
the district exceeded the scorecard goal.  
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 State data dashboard results for MSD. MSD results from the state data 
dashboard reporting system were collected for academic years 2015-2016, 2016-2017, 
and 2017-2018. The data were examined to determine any change in student achievement 
results from one academic year to the next. Table 4 presents the district’s results, as 
reported by the state. These data differed from district scorecard data, as they did not 
reflect goals for improvement. These data were unable to be statistically compared across 
years, as only averages were provided for each year with no measure of variability, but 
the increases and decreases across years are examined.   
Table 4 
State Information System for Education Data Dashboard Student Achievement Results 
Student Achievement Measure 2015a 2016 2017 2018 
Proficient or advanced in ELA 55.5% 44.4% 46.4% 44.9% 
Proficient or advanced in Math 44.7% 35.9% 40.0% 47.6% 
ACT composite score  19.5 19.8 20.2 19.6 
aSingle year use of this State Exam (excludes ACT); new state assessment beginning in 
2016 
 Proficient or advanced in ELA. The district result of 44.4% in 2016 was an 11.1% 
decrease from the 2015 result of 55.5%. The 2017 result of 46.4% was a 2.0% increase 
from 2016. The 44.9% result in 2018 was a 1.5% decrease from 2017. 
 Proficient or advanced in math. The district result of 35.9% in 2016 was an 8.8% 
decrease from the 2015 result of 44.7%. The 2017 result of 40.0% was a 4.1% increase 
from 2016. The 2018 result of 47.6% was a 7.6% increase from 2017. 
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 ACT composite score. The 2016 result of 19.8 was a 0.3 increase from the 2015 
result of 19.5. The 2017 result of 20.2 was a 0.4 increase from 2016. The 2018 result of 
19.6 was a 0.6 decrease from 2017.  
Qualitative results for the impact of CI on student achievement. Qualitative 
results consisted of evidence from observations and interviews that supported the theme 
of not there yet. Table 5 displays the themes, theme-related components, and assertions 
for the impact of CI on student achievement. See Appendix G for a complete table of 
themes. 
Table 5 
Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions for Impact of CI on Student 
Achievement 
 
Themes* and Theme-related Components Assertions 
Not There Yet 
1. Change takes time. 
2. Have seen pockets of 
improvement/closing the gap. 
Creating the structure and culture for 
continuous improvement took time 
and resulted in small wins.  
 
*Themes are in italic font.  
Not There Yet. Assertion - Creating the structure and culture for continuous 
improvement took time and resulted in small wins. Two theme-related components 
supported the theme: (a) change takes time, and (b) have seen pockets of 
improvement/closing the gap.  
Change takes time. Through comments made during observations and interviews 
with district leaders, it became apparent that a tension existed between what they would 
like to have already improved and the time it takes to make the desired improvements. 
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One district leader made a comment during the fall on-site observation, “The results say 
we aren’t there yet.” A school leader noted in the interview, “So we could we could do 
things quicker, I think, but it wouldn't be sustained and…it's not like it's not steering a 
powerboat, it's steering a barge.” The same comparison to a “big ship” was offered by 
another district leader during an interview. A school leader provided a different metaphor 
to describe the time and nature of continuous improvement,  
[C]ontinuous improvement is also like laundry. You know that feeling when you 
fold your last piece of clothes. You have no laundry for like three minutes and 
then somebody puts something in the laundry basket. So the work is never done.  
Another school leader gave insight that closely links both metaphors, by stating 
CI “takes time…repetition and…narrow focus.” While sentiments about the time 
required to affect change through CI were offered, they were equally paired with 
confidence that CI was worth the time. As one school leader noted, “It's taken longer than 
we want, but we'll get there.” This was echoed by a district leader, who connected to a 
broad perspective of their student achievement outcomes and the slower than desired 
gains made, “Their futures are better because of this and that’s what every educator wants 
to do, but not everybody gets the privilege and that excited feeling of being able to see 
evidence that we’re actually doing it.” As another district leader put it, leaders have been 
able to identify and focus on these areas for continued improvement because of their 
engagement in CI. She explained, “Before we didn’t know where we needed help.” MSD 
leaders were eager to experience improvements in student achievement at a faster rate. As 
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they waited, they were committed to staying the course and saw CI as the way they 
would get there. 
Have seen pockets of improvement/closing the gap. Across interviews, school and 
district leaders discussed improvements made in student achievement. While the theme 
from these data was that district results are “not there yet,” five leaders used “pockets” to 
describe the improvements in student achievement. “Pockets” were described as 
successes leaders considered significant, but that took place on a smaller scale, being 
within subgroups or in specific subject areas. Additionally, the improvements were 
described as encouragement that they were on the right track and, as one school leader 
said, “[D]oing the right things.” Math was one improvement area that was highlighted by 
leaders. A school leader noted, “Last year, we put a big emphasis on math. That was an 
area of student achievement that was pretty low…the gains that were made on our school 
report card…were very significant.” Leader remarks indicated the focused attention to 
areas of highest need contributed to improvement.  
Leaders discussed the achievement gap as another area of attention and need. One 
district leader explained that school leaders have been using state data and scorecard data 
to “drive the decisions” about strategies for closing the gaps. She went on to note this 
process of using data to make decisions and narrow efforts resulted in gains at two 
elementary schools. At the high school level, a school leader described that using local 
data and progress monitoring against scorecard goals has served as the foundation for 
efforts to close a “wide” gap. This leader also communicated a sense of urgency and 
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awareness that results were not where the team would like them to be. In other pockets, 
the gap was noticeably closing. According to another school leader, “Last year, we had 
like a perfect score in the area of students making progress or closing the gap.” Though 
desired progress was not observable across the board, a school leader informed, “We 
know what some of our obstacles are and are working through the process with our 
people to do better.” Through CI, leaders have identified performance gaps and made 
progress toward closing them. 
 Results summary for the impact of CI on student achievement. While district 
scorecard results from 2015 to 2016 were noticeably lower, it was important to consider 
the change in state assessment in 2016. Given the change, the district did not meet their 
scorecard goals for 2015 or 2016. MSD did, however, meet four out of seven of their 
student achievement scorecard goals in 2017. The 2017 outcomes also reflected 
improvements in five of the seven scorecard goals measured. In 2018, the MSD exceeded 
the “proficient or advanced in math” scorecard goal. This was recognized and supported 
as a “pocket of improvement” by leaders in the qualitative results.  
While the MSD did not meet the scorecard goal for ACT score in 2015, 2016, or 
2018, the district exceeded the scorecard goal in 2017. This was observed in the district 
scorecard data, as well as data from the state data dashboard. The state data dashboard 
further revealed an increase in students scoring proficient or advanced in both ELA and 
math in 2017, as compared to 2016. The increase in math continued from 2017 to 2018. 
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Given that these cannot be statistically compared, all that could be determined was that 
there was a change in the desired direction of results. 
Leaders admitted student achievement results were not where they want them to 
be. However, they reported feeling confident that CI was responsible for the positive 
pockets of improvement that have occurred throughout the district, including gaps closing 
in areas where CI efforts were heavily targeted, like math. Leaders remained committed 
to the time required to make a system-wide impact on student achievement and asserted 
CI is the way they will get to the desired results. 
RQ1b: How did CI impact stakeholder satisfaction?  
Both quantitative and qualitative data were used to answer this question. 
Qualitative results revealed leaders developed skills to positively impact stakeholder 
satisfaction through participation in CI. Quantitative results were less consistent and 
offered little evidence of improved stakeholder satisfaction. 
Quantitative results for the impact of CI on stakeholder satisfaction. 
Quantitative data sources to answer RQ1b included data from the district’s employee, 
parent, and student surveys. Results for seven administrations of the employee survey 
(November 2014, May 2015, December 2015, April 2016, November 2016, March 2017, 
Spring 2018) were collected and analyzed to inform the impact of CI on employee 
satisfaction. For academic years 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017, the district 
administered the survey in the fall and spring. For academic year 2017-2018, the district 
administered the employee survey in the spring only. Parent survey results for four 
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administrations (2015, 2016, 2017, 2018) and student survey results for four 
administrations (2015, 2016, 2017, 2018) were also included to answer RQ1b. To 
confirm the constructs of all three survey instruments, a factor analysis was conducted for 
each survey respectively. For each instrument, the factor analysis and confirmation of 
constructs was followed by a univariate repeated measures ANOVA. The repeated 
measures ANOVA was conducted to determine if scores differed reliably for the 
employee, parent, and student survey constructs between each administration. 
Employee satisfaction factor analysis. A table of total variance explained was 
extracted using the principal axis factoring method. Table 6 displays the results of this 
extraction. The eigenvalue of Factor 1 was 8.45 and the eigenvalue of Factor 2 was 1.62. 
The eigenvalues of the remaining factors ranged from 0.15 to 0.55. With eigenvalues 
greater than 1, Factors 1 and 2 accounted for 71.88% of the variance (Conway & 
Huffcutt, 2003).  
Table 6 
Total Variance Explained – Employee Survey 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumula
tive % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumula
tive % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumula
tive % 
1 8.45 60.34 60.34 8.45 60.34 60.34 6.88 49.10 49.10 
2 1.62 11.54 71.88 1.62 11.54 71.88 3.19 22.77 71.88 
3 .55 3.95 75.82       
4 .50 3.55 79.37       
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5 .43 3.09 82.46       
6 .42 2.97 85.42       
7 .38 2.71 88.13       
8 .33 2.33 90.46       
9 .28 1.98 92.44       
10 .26 1.85 94.28       
11 .24 1.72 96.00       
12 .21 1.53 97.53       
13 .19 1.37 98.91       
14 .15 1.10 100.00       
 
To better understand and interpret the factors, a factor rotation was completed. 
Table 7 contains the results of the rotation. In this case, a Varimax, orthogonal rotation 
allows for the variance to be “maximized” (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003). Items 1 through 
10 were highly correlated with Factor 1, with values ranging from 0.72 to 0.85. Items 11 
through 14 were highly correlated with Factor 2, with values ranging from 0.68 to 0.88. 
The reverse was seen for each factor, with weaker correlations seen between Factor 1 and 
items 11 through 14 and Factor 2 and items 1 through 10.  
Table 7 
Rotated Factor Matrix – Employee Survey 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
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1. My principal/supervisor provides me with good processes 
and resources  
to do my job. 
.82 .29 
2. My principal/supervisor provides feedback on my strengths 
as an  
employee. 
.85 .21 
3. Principal/supervisor led staff meetings make efficient use of 
time and are productive. 
.75 .26 
4. My principal/supervisor recognizes good performance. .85 .23 
5. My principal/supervisor demonstrates a genuine concern for  
my welfare. 
.80 .23 
6. My principal/supervisor makes the best use of available  
funds. 
.72 .33 
7.   My principal/supervisor consults me on the decisions that  
affect my job. 
.81 .27 
8.   My principal/supervisor sets clear expectations to judge my  
 performance. 
.83 .26 
9.   My principal/supervisor provides the support needed to  
accomplish my work objectives. 
.85 .26 
10. My principal/supervisor provides feedback concerning areas  
for improving my performance. 
.82 .24 
11. The superintendent manages district finances effectively. .22 .80 
12. The superintendent uses a variety of methods to promote  
Effective communication throughout the district. 
.22 .80 
13. The superintendent makes decisions in the best interest of the  
district. 
.22 .88 
14. If given a choice, I would recommend that a parent select this  
district for his or her child. 
.36 .68 
Note: Correlated items are in bold, by factor column. 
 This factor analysis resulted in identification of two constructs for continued 
investigation and analysis. Factor 1, items 1 through 10, represented an Effective 
Supervisor construct. Factor 2, items 11 through 14, represented an Effective 
Superintendent construct.  
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Employee satisfaction. A univariate repeated measures ANOVA was conducted 
to determine if scores differed significantly for employee survey constructs from one 
administration to the next. Component scores for each construct were calculated as a first 
step in this analysis. The two constructs included in the repeated measures ANOVA for 
this survey were: (a) Effective Supervisor and (b) Effective Superintendent. Sub-
components of the Effective Supervisor construct included: effective processes, feedback, 
decision-making, and support. Sub-components of the Effective Superintendent construct 
included: use of finances, communication, decision-making, and willingness to 
recommend the district to others. The component score means and standard deviations for 
each construct per administration are presented in Table 8. Component score means for 
Effective Supervisor ranged from 38.15 to 41.38, out of 50. Component score means for 
Effective Superintendent ranged from 15.98 to 17.61, out of 20.  
Table 8 
Component Score Means and Standard Deviations per Construct per Administration – 
Employee Survey 
 
Construct Administration M SD 
Effective Supervisor Fall 2014(a) 38.25bcefg 9.08 
Spring 2015(b) 38.15cdefg 9.42 
Fall 2015(c) 39.46abdef 7.71 
Spring 2016(d) 40.85abc 8.38 
Fall 2016(e) 41.38abcf 7.93 
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Spring 2017(f) 41.26abcg 8.46 
Spring 2018(g) 40.16abcef 8.98 
Effective Superintendent Fall 2014(a) 16.61be 2.45 
Spring 2015(b) 15.98acdef 2.82 
Fall 2015(c) 16.86beg 2.28 
Spring 2016(d) 17.12bg 2.57 
Fall 2016(e) 17.61abcfg 2.42 
Spring 2017(f) 16.80bdeg 2.86 
Spring 2018(g) 16.16cdef 3.38 
Note: Subscripts used to indicate survey administration(s) from which the mean is 
significantly different (a = Fall 2014, b = Spring 2015, c = Fall 2015, d = Spring 
2016, e = Fall 2016, f = Spring 2017, and g = Spring 2018).  
Note: The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Effective supervisor. There were significant differences in the ratings of effective 
supervision over the years, with both Spring 2016 (M=40.85, SD=8.38) and Fall 2016 
(M=41.38, SD=7.93) being rated significantly higher than Fall 2015 (M=39.46, 
SD=7.71), Spring 2015 (M=38.15, SD=9.42), and Fall 2014 (M=38.25, SD=9.08), and 
Spring 2018 (M=40.16, SD=8.98) being rated significantly lower than both 2016 
administrations; F(6,3408) = 12.29, p < .001.   
Effective superintendent. There were significant differences in the ratings of 
effective superintendent over the years. The highest ratings occurred in Spring 2016 
(M=17.12, SD=2.97) and Fall 2016 (M=17.61, SD=2.42). The Fall 2016 result was 
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significantly higher than results in 2014, 2015, 2017, and 2018; F(6,3427) = 20.57, p < 
.001.  
 Parent satisfaction factor analysis. A table of total variance explained was 
extracted using the principal axis factoring method. Table 9 displays the results of this 
extraction. The eigenvalue of Factor 1 was 10.43 and the eigenvalue of Factor 2 was 
1.18. The eigenvalues of the remaining factors ranged from 0.08 to 0.88. With 
eigenvalues greater than 1, Factors 1 and 2 accounted for 68.29% of the variance 
(Conway & Huffcutt, 2003).  
Table 9 
Total Variance Explained – Parent Survey 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumula
tive % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumula
tive % Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumula
tive % 
1 10.43 61.34 61.34 10.43 61.34 61.34 8.27 48.64 48.64 
2 1.18 6.96 68.30 1.18 6.96 68.30 3.34 19.66 68.30 
3 .88 5.17 73.47       
4 .75 4.42 77.89       
5 .59 3.48 81.37       
6 .47 2.75 84.12       
7 .44 2.56 86.68       
8 .37 2.17 88.85       
9 .33 1.93 90.78       
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10 .31 1.82 92.61       
11 .27 1.59 94.20       
12 .26 1.52 95.72       
13 .24 1.41 97.13       
14 .21 1.22 98.35       
15 .10 .61 98.96       
16 .09 .55 99.51       
17 .08 .49 100.00       
 
To better understand and interpret the factors, a Varimax, orthogonal factor 
rotation was completed. Table 10 contains the results of the rotation. Items 1 through 15 
were highly correlated with Factor 1, with values ranging from 0.63 to 0.82. Items 16 and 
17 were highly correlated with Factor 2, with values of 0.92 to 0.92. The reverse was 
seen for each factor, with weaker correlations seen between Factor 1 and items 16 and 17 
and Factor 2 and items 1 through 15.  
Table 10 
Rotated Factor Matrix – Parent Survey 
Items 
Factor 
1 2 
1. My child’s learning is a high priority at this school. .76 .29 
2. School rules/discipline plans are enforced consistently at this 
school. 
.69 .35 
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3. I regularly receive feedback from school staff on how well my 
child is learning. 
.76 .13 
4. My family is treated with respect at this school. .76 .38 
5. My child has every opportunity to be successful at this school. .79 .30 
6. My child has the necessary classroom supplies and equipment for  
effective learning. 
.68 .28 
7. I would recommend this school to other parents. .81 .35 
8. This school provides a safe environment for my child to learn. .70 .38 
9. My child is recognized for good work at this school. .79 .22 
10. The school is clean and well maintained. .64 .28 
11. The teachers, staff, and administration at this   school  
demonstrate a genuine concern for my child. 
.82 .31 
12. I am proud to say I have a child at this school. .82 .37 
13. I receive positive phone calls, notes or emails about my child  
from the school. 
.72 .13 
14. The principal at this school is approachable and reachable. .63 .47 
15. The principal at this school is an effective leader. .64 .51 
16. The Superintendent is an effective leader. .25 .92 
17. The Superintendent makes decisions that are in the best interest  
of children and parents of the district. 
.26 .92 
Note: Correlated items are in bold, by factor column. 
This factor analysis and rotation resulted in identification of two constructs for 
continued investigation and analysis. Factor 1, which included items 1 through 15, 
represented an Experience and School Leadership construct. Factor 2, which included 
items 16 and 17, represented a Superintendent construct.  
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Parent satisfaction. A univariate repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
determine if scores differed significantly for parent survey constructs from one 
administration to the next. Component scores for each construct were calculated as a first 
step in this analysis. The two constructs included in the repeated measures ANOVA for 
this survey were: (a) Experience and School Leadership, and (b) Superintendent. Sub-
components of the Experience and School Leadership construct included: learning 
environment, feedback, opportunities to succeed, and willingness to recommend this 
school. The Superintendent construct reflected the effectiveness of superintendent 
leadership. The component score means and standard deviations for each construct per 
administration are presented in Table 10. Component score means for Experience and 
School Leadership ranged from 59.42 to 62.13, out of 75. Component score means for 
Superintendent ranged from 7.71 to 7.83, out of 11.  
Table 11 
Component Score Means and Standard Deviations per Construct per Administration – 
Parent Survey 
 
Construct Administration M SD 
Experience and School Leadership 2016(a) 61.88c 11.19 
 2017(b) 62.13c 11.24 
 2018(c) 59.42ab 13.07 
Superintendent 2016 7.83 1.85 
 2017 7.79 1.99 
 2018 7.71 2.15 
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Note: Subscripts used to indicate survey administration(s) from which the mean is 
significantly different (a = 2016, b = 2017, c = 2018).  
Note: The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
There were minimal significant differences in the ratings of experience and school 
leadership over the years, with the rating for 2018 (M=59.42, SD=13.07) being 
significantly lower than the rating in 2017 (M=62.13, SD=11/24) and 2016 (M=61.88, 
SD=11.19); F(2,2663) = 10.77, p < .001. There were no significant differences in the 
ratings for superintendent over the years. 
Student satisfaction factor analysis. A table of the total variance explained was 
extracted using the principal axis factoring method. Table 12 displays the results of this 
extraction. The eigenvalue of Factor 1 was 8.11. The eigenvalues of the remaining factors 
ranged from 0.30 to 0.91. With an eigenvalue greater than 1, Factors 1 accounted for 
50.70% of the variance (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003). Factor 1, which included items 1 
through 16, represented the construct School Experience.  
Table 12 
Total Variance Explained – Student Survey 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 8.11 50.70 50.70 8.11 50.70 50.70 
2 .91 5.69 56.38    
3 .78 4.89 61.27    
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4 .68 4.27 65.54    
5 .63 3.95 69.49    
6 .63 3.91 73.40    
7 .55 3.43 76.83    
8 .52 3.23 80.06    
9 .50 3.13 83.19    
10 .45 2.82 86.01    
11 .42 2.60 88.61    
12 .40 2.50 91.11    
13 .39 2.44 93.55    
14 .38 2.36 95.91    
15 .36 2.22 98.13    
16 .30 1.87 100.00    
  
Student satisfaction. A univariate repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to 
determine if scores differed significantly for the student survey School Experience 
construct between years of different administrations. Sub-components of this construct 
included: learning environment, goals and progress, and care and safety. A component 
score for the construct was calculated as a first step in this analysis. The component score 
means and standard deviations for the construct per administration are presented in Table 
13. Component score means for School Experience ranged from 54.35 to 63.51, out of 
80. 
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Table 13 
Component Score Means and Standard Deviations per Administration – Student Survey 
Construct Administration M SD 
School Experience 2015(a) 55.09cd 11.97 
 2016(b) 54.35cd 13.72 
 2017(c) 63.51abd 11.91 
 2018(d) 62.38abc 11.87 
Note: Subscripts used to indicate survey administration(s) from which the 
mean is significantly different (a = 2015, b = 2016, c = 2017, d = 2018).  
Note: The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
 There were significant differences in ratings of school experience over the years, 
with 2017 (M=63.51, SD=11.91) being significantly higher than 2016 (M=54.35, 
SD=13.72) and 2015 (M=55.09, SD=11.97), 2016 was significantly lower than 2015, and 
2018 (M=62.38, SD=11.87) was significantly lower than 2017 and significantly higher 
than 2016 and 2015; F(3,5017) = 121.03, p < .001.  
 Qualitative results for the impact of CI on stakeholder satisfaction. 
Qualitative results for RQ1b consisted of evidence from observations and interviews that 
support three themes: (1) focus on retention, (2) trusting relationships, and (3) 
consistency and capacity. Table 14 displays the themes, theme-related components, and 
assertions for the impact of CI on stakeholder satisfaction. 
Table 14 
Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions for Impact of CI on Stakeholder 
Satisfaction 
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Themes* and Theme-related Components Assertions 
Focus on Retention 
1. Opportunities and expectation to lead 
and learn at all levels  
2. Variety of options and access to 
engage in district events and facilities. 
3. Other districts don’t have this. 
4. District has developed collective 
vision, efficacy, and language. 
CI has led to a focus on retaining 
employees and families through formal 
and informal opportunities to lead, 
learn, and engage.  
 
CI as part of the culture that has made 
people want to stay.  
Trusting Relationships 
1. Time spent building emotional bank 
account across the district. 
2. Passed referendum as indication of 
pride and trust in district quality and 
service. 
3. Feedback loop between district staff, 
parents, students, and community, with 
emphasis on action. 
Leaders used CI processes, focus on 
quality service, and coach modeling to 
build trusting relationships with 
employees, peers, and families. 
 
 
Consistency and Capacity 
1. Have desired to increase consistency 
of parent involvement. 
2. Leaders were operating at maximum 
capacity. 
As leaders engaged in CI, consistency 
and capacity concerns surfaced. 
*Themes are in italic font.  
Focus on Retention. Two assertions were made based on these data: (1) CI has 
led to a focus on retaining employees and families through formal and informal 
opportunities to lead, learn, and engage, and (2) CI as part of the culture that has made 
people want to stay.  
Assertion 1 – CI has led to a focus on retaining employees and families through 
formal and informal opportunities to lead, learn, and engage. The assertion was 
supported by two theme-related components: (a) opportunities and expectation to lead 
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and learn at all levels, and (b) variety of options and access to engage in district events 
and facilities.  
Opportunities and expectation to lead and learn at all levels. This theme-related 
component was reinforced by observation and interview data. During the fall on-site 
observation, a school leader reflected about time the CI leadership coach provided for 
leaders to spend in small group discussion, “It was valuable for me to be in with two 
elementaries [leaders], to see where they were with the adult learning frameworks.” This 
response highlighted the opportunity for collaborative learning through the district’s 
participation in CI, as well as adult learning framework tools to clarify expectations for 
learning that were in use across the district. The idea of gradually releasing responsibility 
to support leadership development was also noted during the observation. The CI 
leadership coach explicitly stated that she would be modeling “gradual release of 
responsibility” during their time together, which was echoed by a school leader as a 
strategy recently used to provide “rock star” teachers with an opportunity to lead.  
The use of questioning as a learning strategy was modeled by the coach and 
valued as a way to help district leaders deepen their understandings of improvement 
needed. As one district leader explained, “[S]he uses questioning to really help you get to 
the bottom of whatever that challenge is and helps you to come up with your own 
solution that you can manage based on your own individual leadership style and your 
existing situation.” According to the CI leadership coach, this learning strategy was 
intentionally woven into interactions with district leaders to help them develop their CI 
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practice, “They've pushed me to bring them deeper, and deeper reflective practice, 
because they want it and they use it.” MSD leaders described questioning as a way to 
learn and engage further in their practice. 
The idea of leading and learning as a retention strategy was transparent through 
succession planning in MSD. In interviews, leaders described being aware of and 
involved in planning for the district’s next leaders. A school leader referenced a 
conversation with the superintendent, “And she talks about how [the coach] is working 
with her and with district leaders on succession planning and so how she wants that to be 
a focus with me. You know, both, where do I want to go from here and who am I 
grooming.” This process of thoughtfully preparing leaders for the next step and 
developing future leaders was reinforced by the CI leadership coach, “It's important to be 
ready. It's important to have a plan…what's needed to do this job well and how do we 
prep people to be that person.” According to leaders, there was a connection between the 
learning available through CI and future opportunities to lead in the district. 
The emphasis on leading and learning supported retention of multiple stakeholder 
groups in MSD. Students and parents were also provided with opportunities to lead and 
learn. During an interview, a school leader explained, “We've done some things like our 
parent teacher conferences, which we've moved to student led conferences last year, 
which has really helped with the engagement. We’ve had more parents coming to both 
our fall and spring parent teacher conferences.” Explicitly highlighting the role of student 
as leader and parent as learner supported the idea that such opportunities promote 
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retention across stakeholders. The CI leadership coach also described these opportunities 
as a systematic investment in people. The coach explained, “So the mere existence of 
coaching shows an investment in growing leaders.” The impact of this investment on 
district leadership was further described by the coach, 
The system invests in them and I think through selection and coaching and 
learning…they're a pretty close team and when you think of the hard work…if 
you're really engaging people in genuine reflection and talking about the hard 
stuff you get closer and that closeness can be really helpful when times are tough. 
Variety of options and access to engage in district events and facilities.  In 
addition to leading and learning, district leaders recognized that providing access to a 
variety of curricular and extra-curricular programs supports retention and has improved 
as a result of CI. Family and community support of programs like the Boosters not only 
ensured access to extra-curricular opportunities for students, it also encouraged adult 
involvement in district functions. The Boosters was described as responsible for 
conducting various fundraisers to financially support student participation in extra-
curricular activities. A school leader explained, “Our community is part of those Boosters 
and it takes a lot of key people to make these things happen, but to continue that ongoing 
support, to keep those types of fees [down]. I'm proud of that. I mean, that’s something 
that helps out a ton of kids who may not have those financial means.” One district leader 
reinforced the support of parents in extra-curricular opportunities for MSD students, “I 
think just all of these extracurricular opportunities that are offered we have a lot of 
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parents that help with that.” Leaders viewed increased participation as an indicator of 
satisfaction. According to another school leader, the breadth of opportunities and 
involvement of parents was also a source of pride, “I'm talking from the academics, to the 
arts, to the sports, to just community programs, or school things going on. The 
involvement and the support that our community gives to our district and our kids in 
hands-down one of the best and I'm glad I'm able to experience and be a part of that.” 
Opportunities for stakeholders to engage in district programs supported retention and 
suggested satisfaction.   
MSD leaders also actively worked to retain and involve members of the larger 
community. As a district leader explained,  
We’re starting to see a very big increase in participation in our community classes 
because of some changes we've made…last year, for the first semester, in our 
community classes, we served 98 people. This year, we're closing at 500. So that's 
a 400 percent increase, just by making better use of resources and promoting and 
marketing our classes in a much more impactful way.”  
Ensuring the greater community has access to district facilities was a responsibility taken 
seriously by district leaders. This commitment to access and community involvement was 
highlighted in an interview, in which the outcome of a recent CI effort related to the 
facility reservation process was described. A district leader explained, “It gave them 
equal access to the facilities and that's what, you know, that's why we offer the use of 
these buildings. It's for our taxpayers to use. And so like I said it just kind of made it 
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equal and fair for everybody.” The improved access and use of district classes and 
facilities was another sign of satisfaction with what the district has to offer. 
Assertion 2 - CI as part of the culture that has made people want to stay. The 
assertion was supported by two theme-related components: (a) other districts don’t have 
this, and (b) district has developed collective vision, efficacy, and language. 
Other districts don’t have this. During interviews with district leaders, nine of 
them emphasized that not all districts practice a CI approach to leading, teaching, and 
learning. Much like one school leader said, several leaders connected CI to the reason “I 
wouldn’t want to leave,” as well as asserting CI is one of the reasons they have retained 
employees at all levels. A district leader explained the CI practice of conducting 30- and 
90-day conversations with all new hires and said, “We ask them...are we what you 
thought we would be…did we do what we said we were going to do…and that's when 
they're sharing, you know, like, ‘Wow you do things here that people don't do in other 
districts.” A school leader reinforced the results of this practice, “We have people who 
have come from other districts recently or within the last handful of years who often 
reference how different it feels here and how much more supported they feel and how 
much better the systems that we're developing seem to make sense.” As another district 
leader put it, “[People] want to be here,” because of the CI practices in place. 
Several leaders elaborated on the impact of CI as a personal retention factor, 
while highlighting that CI makes MSD different from other districts. One school leader 
offered, “The professional development has been way better than any other place I've 
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been. The communication has been way better. Our goals and our direction have been 
very clear. I feel nothing but support.” Another school leader had a similar appreciation 
for and acknowledgement of MSD’s CI efforts, “And so for me it's the leadership 
professional development, as well as the professional development that we provide our 
staff. I feel like it doesn't compare to anybody else that I've even really connected with.” 
While interviewing a district leader, the leader recalled an emotional response to the way 
the district approaches improvement, when arriving from another district to MSD, 
I almost started crying because I finally found my people. After 24 years, because 
I'd never been given a message, in that time that I'd led in another district, that it 
was okay. I was always made to believe that that was not how you do things. And 
so I felt like I was a very ineffective leader. And coming here I've been nothing 
but supported and trusted. I've been given the opportunity to be developed in my 
leadership skills but also given the support... 
A school leader further related the district’s CI culture to personal leadership and overall 
district quality, 
What's so amazing to me sometimes is when you start talking to other places who 
don't have this continuous improvement mindset and you start talking about 
things like stop lighting or rounding or all of these things that are pretty much 
hardwired here now. And I remember that time when I was first learning about all 
these things… they were the greatest things since sliced bread and now they're 
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just part of how we do business. And it's definitely made the quality of things 
better. 
MSD leaders attributed their own and other employees’ satisfaction to the district’s 
commitment to CI, which they did not believe to be found in other districts. 
District has developed collective vision, efficacy, and language. Data from district 
observations and interviews provided evidence to support this theme-related component. 
During the fall on-site observation, leaders described CI tools and processes as the means 
by which a CI culture has been established. A school leader reported, “We use the 
stoplight report intentionally…to build collective efficacy.” In an interview, the same 
leader went on to explain the value of building collective efficacy, “We talk about 
collective efficacy being such an important factor on how we can improve outcomes for 
kids, having collective efficacy as an administrative team...We've been trained up in it.”  
Having a common language was also a valued component of MSD’s CI culture. 
Interview data resulted in nine leaders acknowledging the language of CI, with five of 
those specifically commenting on CI providing leaders with a “common language.” As 
one district leader put it, “So I think continuous improvement has given us the talking 
points, the skill sets, the leadership development, the common language that we need to 
keep talking with our staff…” A school leader also noted the common language and 
explained why this is important for the district’s improvement, “I could give an elevator 
speech on what our continuous improvement model is and I think that helps with 
improvement because it's easy to understand, has common language, and then we have 
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pillar goals that are all moving in the same direction.” The collective use of language was 
described as important for both existing team members and new employees. A district 
leader explained, “Just to be able to have a common language, year after year, common 
process; I think it's really easy to onboard people that way.”  
Another district leader’s interview response summed up why and what is 
appreciated about the district’s collective approach to CI and how it has impacted 
personal leadership, 
And so coming to [MSD] and knowing clearly what our mission is, and what our 
vision is, and what the results are that we're seeking, and how we're 
collaboratively working toward that end goal, or those goals within each of the 
pillar areas, provided very clear direction for me as a leader… 
The collective vision, efficacy, and language experienced through CI contributed to 
leader satisfaction.  
Trusting Relationships. Assertion - Leaders used CI processes, focus on quality 
service, and coach modeling to build trusting relationships with employees, peers, and 
families. Notes from on-site observations and interviews with district leaders and the CI 
leadership coach provided information about the role of trusting relationships in MSD. 
The assertion was supported by three theme-related components: (a) time spent building 
the emotional bank account across the district, (b) passed referendum as indication of 
pride and trust in district quality and service, and (c) feedback loop between district staff, 
parents, students, and community, with emphasis on action. 
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Time spent building the emotional bank account across the district. Observation 
notes and interview responses provided insight into the building of an emotional bank 
account across MSD. An emotional bank account is the degree to which trust has been 
established in a relationship (Covey, 1989). During the fall on-site observation, two 
leaders shared about being focused on relationship building for the last two years. 
Leaders explained trusting relationships as foundational to satisfaction and improvement. 
A school leader described the use of conversations with staff as the way he has actively 
built “trust” and relationships. Another school leader described the school-wide focus on 
“restorative practice” to build relationships, which was modeled by adults in the building 
and cascaded through interactions with students. This leader explained the school team 
has connected this focus to the student survey data, as a strategy to impact satisfaction 
and what has been the school’s “lowest [item], ‘students are nice to each other at this 
school.” An additional strategy for building support and relationships with students was 
seen at the high school. Two leaders highlighted the built-in time for student connections 
and a district leader explained, “A half hour is for eating lunch itself and the other half 
hour [is for] student connections.” Another district leader explained that in many 
instances, “We’re meeting their needs. School is where they get love and home isn’t.” 
The interview with the leadership coach further explained this long-term CI focus of 
building an emotional bank account across the district,  
What we, I think, have seen in the last two years is that it was really essential to 
build the foundation and the emotional bank account with folks…even 2014 was 
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not far removed from [the legislative act], people were feeling…uncared for, 
unprotected, people are going to take advantage of them…of the five years, the 
first three were about building that bank account with folks and really starting to 
build the positive relationship with employees. 
According to leaders, CI leadership coaching has helped them develop the skills 
for building these trusting relationships at each level of the organization. One district 
leader attributed strengthened relationships between leaders to the coaching strategies 
they have learned, “You know even coaching conversations, how to stay transparent, how 
to prioritize. All of those things… we, as an entire team, are being coached in the same 
way so that when [the coach] leaves we can all support each other in those same things.” 
The strategies leaders have learned also provided a sense of confidence, security, and 
satisfaction for leaders. A school leader noted, “And so I feel like I can have good 
professional conversations. But I also know that my district takes care of me personally 
in terms of making sure I have what I need to be a good leader.” This sense of security 
and trust was reinforced during the spring observation, as one school leader stated, “We 
feel safe in talking about things with one another.” Additional evidence of a strong 
emotional bank account was offered by another school leader, “I just have been so 
pleased with the transparency and the trust that was built so quickly.” To MSD leaders, 
the focus on building trust and the emotional bank account with others was a result of CI 
coaching and practices. 
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Leaders have learned how to build trust and satisfaction directly through coaching 
tools and processes, but also by example. The district leadership team was aware of the 
relationship between the superintendent and the CI leadership coach and its impact on the 
larger leadership team. One school leader provided insight about the relationship between 
the two, “I can sense, and [the superintendent’s] mentioned a few times, that her 
relationship with [the coach] and the things that they're working on kind of cascade down 
and are those same types of things that she's doing with building leaders.” This notion of 
a cascading effect was highlighted by one school leader’s description of her own 
relationship with the superintendent and district leadership team, “I feel empowered to 
lead. I feel like [the superintendent] and the central office staff do such a great job of 
supporting us in whatever is going on.” The support provided by the coach to the 
superintendent, which has impacted other leaders, was emphasized by the superintendent, 
“I would not have made it without [the CI leadership coach]. The way I have been 
coached is the way I have coached others.” Another school leader’s interview remarks 
brought this idea of building trust by example full circle, through a description of CI 
leadership coach interactions with district leaders, 
There’s a relationship there. So [the coach] can come back over and over. It's not 
just somebody coming in and dumping information on you…it's the regular and 
reoccurring asking questions…there's a level of trust there…to help make us a 
higher quality organization, but also to make me a better professional and 
ultimately better human.  
            
 
93 
 
Passed referendum as indication of pride and trust in district quality and service.  
Building trust with the community was most noted in reference to support of a 
referendum. Leaders described the referendum as the securing of public support and 
funding of district “renovation and construction” projects, through a vote to raise taxes. 
Interview responses indicated leaders were aware of the impact of providing quality and 
service on gaining trust and satisfaction that were supported through financial 
commitment. A district leader’s interview responses described the district’s commitment 
to providing the community with communication, making a connection to the successful 
referendum, “I mean we just passed a huge referendum. So, you know, the communities, 
they've been communicated to well.” Another district leader elaborated on the need to 
build trust with the community through service and quality,  
[C]ontinuous improvement is what we need to do to survive… anything that we 
can do to improve our test scores; improve the looks, the aesthetics of our 
facilities; improve our quality…to draw the students in…make the parents happy 
so that they tell their friends. 
A school leader validated the success of the district’s efforts to build relationships and 
ensure satisfaction with the community, “I think any time you can have a community this 
size back a sizable referendum, they're satisfied with the way things are going.” One 
district leader also offered, “There’s a lot of pride in this community,” as a reason for the 
support. 
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The CI leadership coach made a detailed connection between coaching, a bank 
account of trust, and a successful referendum, 
Having had a system of asking parents and employees for feedback…two way 
dialogue…so then when you're going out to say, ‘Now we need something from 
you,’…that's a different ask than if that's the only time you ever go out and talk to 
people…the district, by that point, had a couple of years [of], ‘Every year we ask 
you for this feedback. It's important to us. We use it.’ Again, it's building the bank 
account…  
 Feedback loop between district staff, parents, students, and community, with 
emphasis on action. The use of feedback loops to build trusting relationships and 
satisfaction across the district was noted during on-site observations and interviews. 
Three CI feedback practices were highlighted in these data: rounding, other 
conversations, and use of surveys.  
Rounding, as a CI practice, is a one-on-one conversation and way of “checking in 
with employees” (Studer & Pilcher, 2015, p. 205). During the fall on-site observation, the 
superintendent explained rounding as a priority, “Asking for feedback is something we’re 
working to hardwire, especially rounding. Staff expected the opportunity to give 
feedback.” A school leader reinforced the active pursuit of feedback through rounding, 
“We know employees are rounded with.” In interviews, other leaders described the 
impact of rounding on their leadership and on employees. One school leader explained, 
“Rounding…gives people that opportunity, like having open honest conversation about 
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some of the things that they like or don't like or need help with.” Another school leader 
further asserted that people appreciated “being able to round with us and give their, you 
know, have an opinion, have a voice.” A similar function of rounding as a feedback outlet 
was offered by a school leader, “A lot of people don't ever get to talk to their boss, you 
know. And it also gives them a time to voice concerns.” Another school leader mentioned 
a CI tool used to communicate the feedback gathered and action taken back out to 
employees, during an interview, “The stoplight report has been something really good 
that [the coach] shared with us. Well, rounding came from [the coach] and that has really 
just become embedded into what we do.” This leader went on to explain the impact of 
gathering and sharing that feedback as an effort to improve satisfaction and engagement,  
Feedback that we're getting from the staff has helped to develop that culture of 
open communication so that they know that I'm not the one with all the answers 
and that I expect them to be part of finding the answers because they have as 
much knowledge, if not more in certain areas, than I do. 
In addition to gathering and sharing feedback through employee rounding, MSD 
leaders ensured other stakeholders shared their voice. One district leader described a 
process of rounding with other leaders as a way to improve systems. This leader 
explained one particular CI outcome of using leader feedback, which was informed by 
student feedback,  
The student council came to the principal and then when I met with the principal 
we talked about it and you know it was obviously a real need…we added some 
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microwaves and we added a few outlets on the wall and made sure that they were 
you know dedicated to handle the microwaves. 
Another district leader described how parent feedback was used and how the 
communication loop was closed, “I had a parent focus group and got their input and used 
their suggestions to develop the calendar…when you build capacity for people…to 
provide input and then you are clear about, ‘I used your input to make this change or to 
implement this thing,’ it builds trust.” 
Several leaders provided an account of an initial community conversation that 
took place five years ago that was intended to inform district improvement efforts. 
According to leaders, the feedback was consistently revisited, updates were provided 
back to the community, and actions have been adjusted as the community has been 
engaged in additional conversations. A school leader explained this process of collecting 
and using feedback, 
So that input, that feedback that we got from the community, we still go back to 
that…that’s related to the scorecard, that's related to the strategic plan, and that all 
it goes back to the community conversation, in which the community gave us 
some direction about what we should be doing… we come back and gauge what 
we're doing and the growth and showing against what the community expects us 
to be doing. 
A district leader further described the impact of engaging the community in feedback 
processes, “I think that was a real turning point for open dialogue between the 
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community and the school district…it's become very evident through conversation that 
we need to be working on things together because they're all of our kids.” A school leader 
described the use of survey data as part of this deliberate use of feedback across the 
district. In this same interview, the leader explained that district leaders are, “[W]illing to 
seek input and then act upon that input from others to improve our practices… from 
asking our parents how engaged are you; students how engaged are you…administrators 
are rounded with…administrators are rounding with new teachers, we're asking for their 
input... it's just this whole culture of being willing to accept others’ input and then act 
upon it to make your organization better.” Leaders asserted they relied on the use of 
feedback and CI feedback processes to build relationships and satisfaction. 
Consistency and Capacity. Assertion - As leaders engaged in CI, consistency and 
capacity concerns surfaced. Interview data provided insight about the theme of 
consistency and capacity. Two theme-related components supported the theme: (a) have 
desired to increase consistency of parent involvement, and (b) leaders were operating at 
maximum capacity.  
Have desired to increase consistency of parent involvement. In addition to leaders 
wanting to see across-the-board improvements in student achievement, leaders wanted to 
see parent engagement become more consistent across schools. While the majority of 
interview comments about parent engagement and satisfaction were positive and 
appreciative, several interview and observation notes pointed to improvements needed in 
this area, in order to maintain satisfaction of this group. As a district leader noted, “We 
            
 
98 
 
need to figure out a way to engage them in multiple ways…things that match more of 
what people in today's society are used to or expecting.” During the spring on-site 
observation, one school leader detailed a plan used over the course of the 2018-2019 
academic year, which included scheduling time for families to come in “during the school 
day” to align to parent availability. A district leader interview described a data-based 
impetus for addressing the need to improve parent involvement, “We just got a 
[government] Title audit that said we're not doing enough to engage parents in our 
continuous improvement work, so [leaders] are going to work in level groups and talk 
about how they are and how they can.” As evidenced by these statements, leaders felt a 
sense of ownership in figuring out how to further and consistently engage this 
stakeholder group to continuously improve satisfaction.  
Leaders were operating at maximum capacity. An area of concern for leaders, in 
relation to their CI approach and connected to satisfaction, was that many of them were 
operating at maximum capacity. Through observations and interviews, leaders expressed 
that CI required a high level of commitment and leadership engagement, with awareness 
that the work was never finished. Leaders revealed a strong desire to follow through on 
CI strategies and to achieve district goals. This desire was coupled with concern over not 
being able to perform at the highest levels to fulfill all of the district’s priorities. In 
reflection about school leaders, in particular, one district leader mentioned, “I think 
they're stretched to the limit.” Another district leader further described this as a personal 
worry, “I just don't feel like I have enough capacity and…just like with any other district 
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that's a challenge…everybody, though, is dedicated and works their tail off in in doing 
the right things.” A positive take on the capacity concern was offered by another district 
leader in an interview, who reflected on statements often made by new leaders, “That 
almost always comes up…Yes, this is hard work, but, man, it’s good work.”  
For some, this challenge was expressed as frustration. One district leader stated, 
“I wish I could put the time into everything that it deserves.” Finding a balance in the CI 
work was a struggle for leaders because, as they expressed, they wanted to do all the right 
things to make MSD better. As a school leader put it, “It's what do I say ‘No’ to…but I 
feel like I can't because they're important things and I want to be involved in them so…” 
During the spring on-site observation, this same leader said, “Sometimes, it’s just a lot.”    
Results summary for stakeholder satisfaction. According to the employee 
survey data, the highest ratings for Effective Supervisor and Effective Superintendent 
occurred in Fall 2016. The mean for both survey constructs declined in Spring 2017, and 
significant decreases for each construct mean occurred in Spring 2018. When comparing 
each Fall administration of the employee survey, the mean for both constructs increased, 
with the increase from Fall 2014 to Fall 2016 being significant for both. MSD leaders 
explained that CI efforts raised concerns in the areas of consistency and capacity. As 
implied by CI itself, the work to improve was ongoing and leaders reported recognizing 
the high levels of commitment required to reach desired levels of improvement. 
In the parent survey data, the only significant mean difference was the 2018 
decrease in Experience and School Leadership, when compared to 2017 and 2016. While 
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the Experience and School Leadership rating increased from 2016 to 2017, the difference 
was not significant. The lack of significant results related to parent survey data was 
supported by the qualitative data, particularly the desire to increase consistency of 
involvement of this stakeholder group.  
The student survey data showed the highest ratings in 2017 for School 
Experience, which was significantly higher than all other years. The School Experience 
mean in 2016 was the lowest, though only significantly lower when compared to 2017 
and 2018. The 2018 School Experience mean was significantly lower than 2017, while 
also being significantly higher than 2015 and 2016.  
School and district leaders described CI strategies as helping them to focus on 
retention of employee, parent, and student stakeholder groups. Leaders attributed the 
development of trusting relationships to their CI efforts, particularly coach modeling of 
CI practices that leaders have emulated across the district. Leaders reported CI feedback 
and communication processes have contributed to trust and retention across stakeholder 
groups.  
RQ1c: How did CI impact cost savings?  
Quantitative and qualitative data were used to answer this question. Results 
indicated the MSD was successful in achieving cost savings throughout its 
implementation of CI. 
Quantitative results for cost savings. Quantitative data sources to answer RQ1c 
included district scorecard results for academic years 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-
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2018. MSD district scorecards were collected and contain the district’s cost savings goals 
and results for academic years 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018. The district 
scorecards were examined to determine any change in cost savings results from one 
academic year to the next. Table 15 presents the district’s goal statement, results by year, 
and an indicator (bold text) of cost savings goals that were met or exceeded. Significance 
of results by year is unknown, as a statistical comparison of results across years was not 
able to be conducted with the available data. Goals differed across years, so the measure 
of success changed for each goal and time point. Cost savings goals were adjusted by the 
district each year. The baseline value for each goal in Table 15 indicates the beginning of 
the academic year in which the goal was added to the district scorecard. “N/A” reflects 
years the goal did not appear on the district scorecard. The district set a total of 11 
finance goals across academic years 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018, with 5 of 
those goals specific to cost savings that are presented in the table (see Appendix I). 
Table 15 
District Scorecard Cost Savings Goals and Results 
Cost Savings Goal 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Decrease paper expenses 0% 21% N/A N/A 
Increase electronic (non-lunch) fee 
collection N/A 0% 31% N/A 
Increase community support for facility 
improvements N/A 0% 48% N/A 
Increase the number of plastic recycling 
programs in the district N/A N/A 1 9 
Increase the amount of money collected 
using RevTrak by 25% N/A N/A 16,297 
38,102.
28 
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Note: Results that met or exceeded scorecard goal are in bold. 
 Decrease paper expenses. This goal appeared on the district scorecard during the 
2015-2016 academic year. The 2016 result exceeded the district goal of 5%.  
 Increase electronic (non-lunch) fee collection. This goal appeared on the district 
scorecard during the 2016-2017 academic year. The 2017 result exceeded the district goal 
of 30%.  
 Increase community support for facility improvements. This goal appeared on 
the district scorecard during the 2016-2017 academic year. The 2017 result did not meet 
the district goal of 51%.  
 Increase the number of plastic recycling programs in the district. This goal 
appeared on the district scorecard during the 2017-2018 academic year. The 2018 result 
met the district goal of 9 programs.  
 Increase the amount of money collected using RevTrak by 25%. This goal 
appeared on the district scorecard during the 2017-2018 academic year. The 2018 result 
exceeded the district goal of $20,371.25.  
 Qualitative results for the impact of CI on cost savings. Qualitative results for 
RQ1c consisted of evidence from interviews that supported the theme of efficiencies. 
Table 16 displays the themes, theme-related components, and assertions for the impact of 
CI on cost savings. 
Table 16 
Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions for Impact of CI on Cost Savings 
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Themes* and Theme-related Components Assertions 
Efficiencies 
1. Found ways to repurpose and 
reallocate resources. 
2. Monitored and adjusted processes and 
systems to reduce costs. 
Cycles of CI have resulted in increased 
efficiencies and action for cost savings. 
 
*Themes are in italic font.  
Efficiencies. Assertion - Cycles of CI have resulted in increased efficiencies and 
action for cost savings. Interviews with district leaders and the CI leadership coach 
provided support for this theme. Two theme-related components were identified: (a) 
found ways to repurpose and reallocate resources, and (b) monitored and adjusted 
processes to reduce costs.  
Found ways to repurpose and reallocate resources. Interview data supported this 
theme-related component. As a collective, leaders were focused on finding ways to save 
or repurpose money to ensure strategic priorities were funded. One district leader 
described a recycling goal and a process of donating and selling extra books. That money 
was then used to fund updates for other instructional resources. In addition to ensuring 
spending was aligned with district goals, when decisions were made about teaching and 
learning resources, they wanted to be sure those resources were sustainable and could be 
funded “over time.” According to a school leader, one of the most important strategic 
uses of money was to “add more instructional coaches.” The value of the district’s 
instructional coaches was reinforced by three school leaders. Thinking differently about 
resources and needs through a CI lens helped the district spend in ways that mattered 
most to them.   
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Monitored and adjusted processes and systems to reduce costs. During 
interviews, leaders described larger efforts and projects that resulted in reduced costs for 
the district. In addition to recycling of extra books, a district leader explained the 
commitment to finding a new data platform. This effort, beginning in the 2018-2019 
academic year, saved the district “almost ten thousand dollars a year,” which leaders 
were hoping could contribute to “a deeper impact” of “a staff member.” This leader said 
this effort would not have started if the team did not have a clear focus through the 
strategic plan and scorecard.  
Similar to the new data platform, lighting throughout the district was also updated 
over the last two academic years as a way to reduce utility consumption. One district 
leader explained this system adjustment has resulted in cost savings, as well as “a better 
feeling of safety…students ability to just see in a classroom…potentially [reducing] 
issues with staff headaches.”  
Two cost-saving processes related to scorecard goals were described by another 
district leader, during an interview. The district leader explained the emphasis on 
electronic fee collection, “So we are now collecting [fees] electronically, so you're not 
touching money…that frees up our staff to use their time differently.” Similarly, the same 
leader explained the goal for reduced paper expenses, “Decreasing paper expenses is 
actually about saving money so that money can be repurposed for things supporting 
student achievement, whether it's materials, professional development, or salaries.”  
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An additional large-scale cost savings for the district occurred when the district 
created an on-site clinic that was housed in a repurposed school building. The clinic was 
developed since the district began involvement in CI.  One school leader remarked, “It’s 
in the hundreds of thousands of dollars in just a year or two that it saved.” The CI 
leadership coach also commended these efforts to monitor district needs and adjust 
systems to support reduced costs. In describing the health care facility, the coach said, 
“[I]f you weren’t trying to drive employee wellness and well-being and engagement and 
also trying to be efficient with your resources, [you] might just keep doing what you 
always did.” 
 Results summary for impact of CI on cost savings. Overall, the MSD met four 
of the five cost savings scorecard goals set across the 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-
2018 academic years. The district exceeded their scorecard goal for decreasing paper 
expenses in the 2015-2016 academic year. In 2016-2017, the district exceeded the goal to 
increase electronic fee collection. While the district made progress toward the 2016-2017 
goal to increase community support for facility improvements, the result did not meet the 
district’s goal as presented on the scorecard. The district met both cost savings scorecard 
goals set during the 2017-2018 academic year. 
 Leaders and the CI leadership coach provided accounts of cost saving strategies 
implemented since beginning their CI efforts. As a whole, the leadership team looked for 
ways to repurpose and reallocate resources, for the express purpose of finding dollars that 
could directly support instruction and learning. Leaders also described heavy reliance on 
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CI strategies and thinking to adjust existing processes and systems to save the district 
money. Six cost saving projects were highlighted during interviews, two of which were 
formally tracked on the district scorecard. 
RQ2: What was the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders?  
Qualitative data were used to answer this question. District leaders in MSD found 
value in CI leadership coaching, particularly for the impact it had in the areas of structure 
and accountability.  
Qualitative results for value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders. 
Qualitative results for RQ2 consisted of evidence from on-site observations and 
interviews that support two themes: (a) structure, and (b) accountability. Table 17 
displays the themes, theme-related components, and assertions for the value of CI 
leadership coaching to district leaders. 
Table 17 
Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions for Value of CI Leadership 
Coaching 
 
Themes* and Theme-related Components Assertions 
Structure  
1. Strategic plan, scorecard, and pillars 
created clarity, focus, and direction. 
2. Time spent with team and coach 
created consistency of expectations, 
practices, and language. 
3. Regular use of data, which was 
modeled by coach. 
The structure established through CI 
coaching, tools, and processes created 
clarity, focus, direction, consistency, 
and made improvement possible.  
 
 
 
Accountability With increased clarity of expectations 
and areas for improvement, need and 
            
 
107 
 
1. Leaders began to make withdrawals 
from emotional bank account to hold 
team members accountable. 
2. Coach pushed district leadership to dig 
deeper on areas of concern and issues, 
including variations in performance.  
3. Spending was aligned to scorecard 
goals. 
steps for accountability were also clear 
to internal and external stakeholders. 
 
 
*Themes are in italic font.  
Structure. Assertion - The structure established through CI coaching, tools, and 
processes created clarity, focus, direction, consistency, and made improvement possible. 
Notes from on-site observations and interviews with district leaders and the CI leadership 
coach provided insight about the structure of CI. The assertion was supported by three 
theme-related components: (a) strategic plan, scorecard, and pillars created clarity, focus, 
and direction, (b) time spent with team and coach created consistency of expectations, 
practices, and language, and (c) regular use of data, which was modeled by coach.  
Strategic plan, scorecard, and pillars created clarity, focus, and direction. This 
theme-related component was supported across observation and interview documents. 
During the fall on-site observation, “scorecard” was mentioned sixteen times by leaders 
throughout the session. In reflecting on action commitments for the next 30-day 
improvement cycle, a district leader described use of the scorecard to provide structure 
for her team, “We always come back to the scorecard. It’s built into the agenda.” One 
school leader explained that grade level teams validated their focus actions for the year 
by comparing needs assessment data to the school scorecard goals and strategic actions. 
During this session, the CI leadership coach also offered support of this structure by 
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suggesting a tip for communicating commitments to the broader team, “So, you might 
orient to the student achievement pillar.” An additional connection to the value of the CI 
leadership coach in guiding the MSD team on their use of the scorecard was offered by a 
district leader interview response, “The leadership coach drives us to keep an eye on the 
science of learning and the science of improvement.” This leader went on to explain the 
coaching has supported their CI efforts because “where [improvement’s] happening, it 
isn’t by chance.” For leaders and teams in MSD, the scorecard was a tool that offered 
ongoing structure, direction, and value.  
Additional evidence to support this theme-related component was drawn from 
interview responses. A school leader provided an assessment of the structure offered 
through the district’s CI approach, “So having that process of the scorecard trickle down 
into the school scorecard and…we tie our staff goals to that very linear process and 
making sure everything is connected, so we’re going in the same direction has been 
priceless. I don't know how else to describe it.” A district leader further described the 
direction and value offered through the structure achieved in the district,  
We’re all aligning our goals to those specific district goals, but we have the 
flexibility within the actions…and we're using our own data and information to 
build that. But all of that leads to that strategic plan, our district plan that gets us 
to that vision and that continuous improvement that we're seeking. 
One school leader’s interview response offered an additional connection between 
structure and focus by explaining, “I think that the continuous improvement process has, 
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well, in a couple ways, it’s given us focus. So, I think during our process here, in using 
scorecards and so on, has given us a focus, right, of what we're trying to improve and 
how we're trying to improve it.” 
Time spent with team and coach created consistency of expectations, practices, 
and language. In MSD, leaders valued time spent together, as it was structured to support 
continuous improvement efforts and alignment of practices. The fall on-site observation 
provided an example of this intentional use of time, as a school leader explained, 
“Teachers collaborate weekly with the [instructional] coach...to figure out planning and 
tweak.” The CI leadership coach encouraged the use of common language during the 
time together, by asking leaders, “I heard a lot about the language. How do we get more 
consistent with the language we use?”  
Interview data revealed more about the structured use of time spent together to 
support CI. One district leader described the use of time in meetings in an interview 
response, “So I think our meeting time is way more productive. We're more focused and 
more student-centered than it ever was in the past.” Several other leaders continued to 
explain the evolution and value of leadership team meetings, by connecting them to time 
spent with the CI leadership coach. As a school leader explained,  
I mentioned just a little bit with how we've kind of restructured our meetings; that 
we included making sure that a lot of those continuous improvement strategies are 
hardwired throughout our team and so really spending time putting something on 
the agenda with regards to having critical conversations or, you know, rounding. 
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A district leader went on to tell how the superintendent has “specifically built 
time in for…tactic refreshers once a month at our all admin meetings.” The tactics 
referenced were first introduced by the CI leadership coach and common time together 
was being used to revisit the practices throughout the year. According to this same 
district leader, this helped keep leaders “consistent,” because, as mentioned during the 
spring on-site observation, leaders were “coming back to strategies over and over.” MSD 
leaders emphasized the value of time spent on CI practices and discussions. 
Regular use of data, which was modeled by the coach. Leaders in MSD valued the 
cadence of using data for action planning and decision-making, as part of their structured 
approach to CI. During the fall on-site observation, three leaders specifically mentioned 
the use of “data teams” in response to practices working well at their schools. These 
teams met regularly to review data related to a particular area of focus. Also during the 
session, the CI leadership coach facilitated and modeled the use of data through a 
“promising practice” exercise, in which leaders shared results connected to practices. The 
coach further encouraged the use of evidence with questions such as, “How do you 
know?” One district leader described the value of the coach’s lead on the use of data, 
especially as it related to CI, “Coaching and continuous improvement is almost 
parallel…I think the reason why we're getting the outcomes we are is because we've put 
both of them together. I think that's a key to our success, we're doing both together.” 
Interview data provided additional insights about the regular review of data in the 
district. During an interview, a school leader explained how the structured use of data 
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supports her team, “That data helps us do that…we know what we're looking for. We 
know what we need to do.” Another school leader provided a reason for the district’s 
regular use of data, “Instead of groups or communities coming up with ideas on their 
own, to now focus on data that we've gathered over time. Then, we look for 
improvements in processes and systems…” The regular review of data by district pillar 
team members was also highlighted as an important structure for continuous 
improvement in five leader interviews. According to one school leader, these teams met 
“monthly.” The importance of the regular review of data was communicated in another 
school leader’s interview response, “We should always be progress monitoring because if 
it's not doing what is intended to do and we're not seeing the results, if we're not seeing 
the outcomes like we should, we invest more time into that.” A school leader described 
the greater impact of structured use of data, “That’s, I think, how it impacted us as adults, 
which then funnels down to our kids because I think we have better instructional 
practices because we have engaging conversations around data that then makes us ask 
questions about why the data looks different.”  
Accountability. Assertion - With increased clarity about expectations and areas 
for improvement, need and steps for accountability were also clear to internal and 
external stakeholders. Data collected during on-site observations, district leader 
interviews, and the CI leadership coach interview informed the accountability theme. The 
assertion was supported by three theme-related components: (a) leaders began to make 
withdrawals from emotional bank account to increase accountability, (b) coach pushed 
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district leadership to dig deeper on areas of concern and issues, including variations in 
performance, and (c) spending was aligned to scorecard goals.  
Leaders began to make withdrawals from emotional bank account to increase 
accountability. This theme-related component was supported by interview responses with 
the CI leadership coach and district leaders. The CI leadership coach described what she 
had observed in her most recent connections with district leaders. The coach explained 
the progression of leader focus on building an emotional bank account to now relying on 
those deposits as they increased accountability for performance and outcomes, 
And so what I actually think they're doing a little bit of now is burning the capital 
that they've built. They've introduced…sophisticated adult learning frameworks 
for their teaching corps and they are pushing folks to learn how to do their craft, 
their skill, differently…And so they needed to build the bank account and gain the 
trust…and then they had to start taking some hits there because they've got to start 
pushing the performance of others. 
During district leader interviews, several leaders verified process and strategy 
changes that caused discomfort in segments of stakeholder groups. The adult learning 
frameworks, PDSA, and diligent use of performance conversations were changes that 
impacted teachers, while closing the high school campus during lunch was a change that 
caused angst among a portion of parents and students. A school leader provided 
additional insight about the way leaders were approaching such withdrawals. This leader 
said MSD leaders were committed to using data to communicate the why for change. As 
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this leader put it, the change would not last without buy-in and leaders valued what they 
learned about the importance of providing the reasons for change and to support those 
reasons with data. The leader reported,  
Sure there's times when we have to tell people things they need to do, but we need 
people to buy in…And if we've got disgruntled or you know disenchanted 
teachers out there that are being forced to do certain things without knowing the 
why and without believing in it, that's not going to sustain itself. 
Leaders and employees who were uncomfortable being held accountable for process and 
strategy changes, or unwilling to effectively support the change, have had a hard time. As 
one school leader explained there was value in the discomfort, “I guess I would say 
fortunately it has resulted in some people making different career choices, which has 
ultimately impacted our kids in a really positive way as well as the staff here.” While it 
resulted in withdrawals from the emotional bank account, leaders found value in relying 
on CI strategies to hold team members accountable. 
Coach pushed district leadership to dig deeper on areas of concern and issues, 
including variations in performance. Notes from on-site observations and interviews 
supported this theme-related component. One of the most frequently cited ways that 
district leaders valued the CI leadership coach was because of the way the coach pushed 
leaders to think differently and improve. A district leader not only expressed appreciation 
for the “pushes,” she also credited the coach with helping leaders get “unstuck.” Another 
district leader spoke about the coach “pushing us forward” and did so in the context of 
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accountability. This leader said it was often easier to just go through the motions of the 
daily tasks, but the coach served as a reminder to improve. A school leader further 
described this pushing on thinking, leading, and learning,   
I know she's going to challenge the way I think and make me struggle and have 
some dissidents, which I know is a really good way to learn. She won’t directly 
give us the answers, which I think is outstanding. Because this has to be part of 
our reality and our journey to take our story and use it to figure out what works 
best for us. 
An example of actively challenging leaders was observed during the fall on-site 
observation, the CI leadership coach told leaders to, “Make sure it pushes the boundaries, 
but help people understand the why…” The CI leadership coach offered a similar 
suggestion during the spring on-site observation, “The challenge is you have to push 
people through that cycle frequently. Leadership is the art of pushing people through a 
cycle of disappointment at the rate they can handle.” 
While leaders valued the personal challenge posed by CI leadership coaching, 
they also recognized the connection between their participation in coaching and their 
increased willingness to have conversations about performance. Leaders noted 
“performance conversations” and “critical conversations” as a strategy modeled by the 
coach and reinforced by the superintendent. As one school leader stated, “[W]ith the 
performance gap widening with some administrators…I think because of leadership 
coaching and because of people having some critical conversations…I think that some 
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people have moved on that maybe were lower performers and I think everybody could 
sense that they were lower performers.” According to leaders, this strategy of directly 
addressing performance resulted in greater accountability for employees at all levels.  
Spending was aligned to scorecard goals. Interview data revealed leaders had a 
high sense of accountability for the way district money was spent. Eleven leaders 
referenced the budgeting process during the interview, with three specifically 
highlighting as valuable that the district used a “zero-based” budgeting process to ensure 
spending was aligned to district goals. According to a district leader, “We ask our staff to 
justify all of their needs…if it's not on your scorecard and you're not measuring it, then 
we don't need supports in place…making sure that we're funneling our dollars to meet 
our strategic priorities.” Several school principals expressed support for this process, as it 
kept school teams “conscious of” and “aligned” to the greatest needs and priorities.  
Results summary for value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders. The 
structure and accountability offered through participation in CI leadership coaching was 
valued by MSD leaders. Interview responses revealed leaders appreciated the tools like 
the strategic plan and the organization of district scorecard goals by pillars. Leaders 
described the importance of the CI leadership coach’s support to effectively use the tools 
for CI. They explained the coach’s presence, during on-site visits and coaching calls, as 
an on-going and necessary reminder to use the tools and CI strategies. The CI leadership 
coach kept leaders aligned and focused on improvement. Leaders also specifically 
expressed appreciation for time spent together in meetings, as those were used to revisit 
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CI strategies. Leaders reported benefitting both professionally and personally from the 
coach’s influence and time. They described being able to use data in ways to move their 
teams forward, being pushed to think deeper, and being able to have professional 
conversations with employees and peers. During interviews, leaders and the CI leadership 
coach recognized the value of holding each other accountable for the district’s goals. 
Leaders explained that by consistently using and revisiting their CI skills and strategies, 
they could conduct meaningful and clear conversations about performance and outcomes. 
Overall, the modeling and support of CI practices by the CI leadership coach was valued 
in MSD.  
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to examine the long term impacts of CI in 
educational organizations. The intervention in this study was CI leadership coaching, 
which has been applied in the MSD since 2014. A case study action research approach 
was used in the school district, to determine the impact of CI and the value of the 
intervention. This research was conducted during the 2018-2019 academic year and was 
designed to answer the following research questions: 
RQ1: How did CI impact: 
a) student achievement? 
b) stakeholder satisfaction? 
c) district cost savings? 
RQ2: What was the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders? 
Quantitative and qualitative data were collected to answer these questions, and this 
chapter examines the relationship between those results. This is followed by a discussion 
of the study’s findings, in relation to the existing literature, as well as the study’s 
limitations, implications for practice and research, lessons learned, and a final conclusion.    
Discussion of Findings 
This mixed methods case study action research combined quantitative and 
qualitative data for the purposes of complementarity (Greene, 2007). The use of mixed 
methods allowed for results from quantitative and qualitative sources to “elaborate, 
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enhance, deepen, and broaden the overall interpretations and inferences from the study” 
(Green, 2007, p. 101). The variety of data collection tools and resulting data provided 
information about different dimensions of CI in MSD, supporting a comprehensive 
understanding of the impact of CI in relation to the research questions. Results from the 
study are discussed in this section, including connections to theory and related research. 
The discussion of findings is organized by the study’s research questions. 
Research question #1a. How did CI impact student achievement? Quantitative 
data found on the district scorecards and the state data dashboard indicated improvement 
in MSD did not immediately follow their adoption of CI. Improved student achievement 
results were not realized until 2017, two years after creating their first district scorecard. 
This quantitative outcome was complemented by the qualitative data, in which 
administrators themselves noted that change takes time. While improvements were made 
in multiple student achievement areas in 2017, sustained improvement in math was 
achieved at the end of the 2018 academic year. Qualitative interviews and observations 
revealed math as an area of intense improvement focus in the district, and district leaders 
attributed this improvement to the focused and collective efforts to impact achievement in 
this subject area.  
 Across the literature, CI was referred to as a process and journey that results in 
incremental improvements over time. Bessant et al. (2001) described how this process 
requires time, as organizations who adopt CI must learn new behaviors that support the 
ongoing cycles of improvement. Case studies have also reported achieving positive 
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outcomes, but the results were not immediate (Anderson & Kumari, 2009; Park et al., 
2013). In the case of the Pakistani girls’ school, for example, it took a decade of engaging 
in CI before the team saw increased exam scores and student skills (Anderson & Kumari, 
2009). It took two academic years for the MSD to achieve improved outcomes in math. 
The results of this current study were in line with previous research and suggested that it 
takes time to impact student achievement outcomes in organizations that commit to a CI 
approach to improvement.  
 The improvement in math results in MSD was consistent with the outcomes 
reported in three of the five case studies from the education field presented in this study’s 
review of research. In both the Japanese lesson study and the Carnegie Math Pathways 
NIC cases, an explicit goal for CI was to improve math outcomes (Lewis, 2015; 
LeMahieu et al., 2017). While it is not clear if improvement in math was a specific 
improvement target in the MCPS case, increased math scores were also reported as a 
significant result of their CI efforts (Park et al., 2013). Organization leaders in each case, 
including the present research, enlisted support for training and coaching in the form of 
internal and external partnerships. Each case also engaged in a regular progress 
monitoring process. Also, as evidenced in the qualitative results of this study, MSD 
leaders attributed the success in math to the district’s specific focus in that area of student 
achievement. The MSD, like two of the previous cases, cited specific intent and effort to 
improve math outcomes. Taken together, this suggests improvement related to student 
achievement outcomes occurs as districts put forth focused effort in a target area.  
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Research question #1b. How did CI impact stakeholder satisfaction? 
Quantitative and qualitative data examining the impact of CI on stakeholder satisfaction 
was inconsistent in the areas of employee, parent, and student satisfaction. Employee 
satisfaction levels fluctuated over the years, which were not clearly complemented by 
interview and observation data. Parent satisfaction levels experienced little change, which 
was supported by administrators’ concerns about the consistency of parent involvement. 
Both employee and parent satisfaction results pointed to district leaders’ assertions that 
change takes time. In terms of student satisfaction, quantitative and qualitative data were 
consistent in revealing improvements related to CI efforts.   
As a whole, the data regarding employee satisfaction was not clear. Though the 
highest mean for both constructs was recorded for the Fall 2016 administration of the 
survey, this improvement did not continue for the 2017 and 2018 administrations. This 
lack of continued improvement may be related to increased concerns over capacity. As 
expectations for CI increased in the organization, it is possible employees across the 
district were experiencing concerns similar to those expressed by district leaders about 
capacity and the ability to operate at the levels needed for a prolonged period. This 
proposition is congruent with other business and educational organizations that have 
reported high levels of responsibility and emphasis placed on the greater team to carry 
out CI. As Anderson & Kumari (2009) explained, the team’s capacity must be developed. 
The fluctuation in MSD employee satisfaction results may be an indication of employees 
being in the midst of this growth and development of capacity. 
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Minimal differences were found in the parent survey results over time. The slight 
rise and decline in those results indicated the district did not achieve lasting improvement 
in levels of parent satisfaction with the school experience and leadership. This is 
consistent with the administrator’s reports of their desire to increase consistency of parent 
involvement. Taken together, these results reflected a gap between desired and actual 
parent satisfaction levels. This may be validation of leaders’ comments about needing to 
find a variety of ways to engage parents and keep them informed of positive changes and 
improvements. No significant differences were found in parent ratings of the 
superintendent over time; however district leaders’ reported passing of the referendum 
was an indication of pride and trust in district quality and service. This suggests that the 
way parents have viewed the school district and the way district administrators have felt 
throughout this time of change have not been consistent. The lack of achieved and 
sustained improvement in parent satisfaction may also be reflective of the time it takes to 
affect change in all areas. As the literature has shown, in many instances improvement in 
multiple target areas was not achieved for several years, and sometimes as long as a 
decade (Anderson & Kumari, 2009; Park et al., 2013). Parent experiences and 
perceptions may be slower to catch up to administrators’ feelings and understandings of 
changes taking place.   
Quantitative and qualitative data related to student satisfaction were consistent. 
There was a significant increase in student satisfaction in 2017 and 2018 relative to the 
first two years of the survey. This was also highlighted by administrators who said that 
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they felt there was a strong focus on retention and trusting relationships. Administrators 
reported increased opportunities and expectations to lead and learn at all levels and a 
variety of options and access to engage in district events and facilities. They also 
reported that they felt there was a better feedback loop between district staff, parents, 
students, and community, with emphasis on action. This suggests that both students and 
administrators saw changes in the responsiveness of the district to student needs, and that 
the CI process appeared to be one factor in these changes. Some reasons for this may be 
that students saw these changes directly through leader actions, such as gathering and 
using student feedback, student connection time, and reduced costs for extra-curricular 
activities. Based on previous studies of CI, this would be expected, as the cases in the 
SDMF, Pakistan, and Japan similarly found that once they involved students in the 
improvement efforts, they began to see changes in student behaviors and outcomes 
(Anderson & Kumari, 2009; Park et al., 2013; Lewis, 2015).  
Across studies included in this review of research, emphasis was placed on 
adjustment of organizational infrastructure and development of CI skills and practices 
among the first steps of CI implementation. This reflects a greater focus on engagement 
in CI, than on satisfaction of the organization’s stakeholders. While retention and trusting 
relationships were captured in the qualitative data and important to MSD leaders, the 
quantitative remained largely unaffected. As a whole, qualitative results reflected training 
and development of CI practices at all levels as district priorities. As with other 
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organizational cases reviewed, this points to more focused attention to engagement in CI 
than on levels of satisfaction in MSD.  
Research question #1c. How did CI impact district cost savings? Quantitative 
and qualitative data about the impact of CI on district cost savings were consistent. 
District scorecard goals, with four out of five finance goals being met or exceeded, 
reflected reports by district administrators that there were many more efficiencies in the 
district as a result of the CI process. Although the goals were different each year, it was 
encouraging to see the consistency between meeting those goals and the perceptions of 
administrators.  
 It is important to consider the connection between system efficiencies revealed 
across studies and cost savings experienced in organizations with a CI methodology. In 
multiple instances, including MSD, the use of CI strategies resulted in identification of 
processes and systems that could be made more efficient. Once modified, the efficiencies 
contributed to cost savings. Toyota reduced waste and costs by increasing system 
efficiency through employee training and leadership empowerment of employees to find 
more efficient ways of operating (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005). As with Toyota, 
opportunities for efficiency in MSD were identified and initiated through stakeholder 
feedback and employee observation of the system. In the Montgomery County Public 
Schools case and MSD alike, cost savings through increased efficiencies were reallocated 
to classrooms. The research indicated the enhanced ability and propensity toward seeing 
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waste and correcting it was the result of an organization’s evolved CI methodology and 
set of behaviors (Lewis, 2015; Bryk et al., 2015). 
Three additional studies offered evidence of cost savings as a result of deliberate 
attempts to reduce variance through CI. In one instance, the cost associated with system 
variance was a specific purpose for initiating a CI approach. The packing materials 
manufacturer case cited reduction of costs caused by errors as a primary aim of CI 
implementation (Bessant et al., 2001). Leaders in the organization led the CI charge and 
achieved cost savings through communication, progress monitoring, and team problem-
solving. While the cases of Motorola and the School District of Menomonee Falls 
(SDMF) did not reveal cost savings as a reason for introducing CI, the organizations were 
successful in reducing system costs through their efforts. Motorola achieved $14 billion 
in cost savings and increased sales growth through a combined Six Sigma and DMAIC 
approach to its cycles of improvement (Bhuiyan & Baghel, 2005). Like Motorola, the 
SDMF engaged all levels in CI process and strategy training, which resulted in district 
cost savings and system efficiencies (Sparks, 2018). As with related cases, the results in 
MSD suggested cost savings increase as system variance decreases through active 
engagement in CI.  
  Research question #2. What was the value of CI leadership coaching to district 
leaders? Results from qualitative data revealed CI leadership coaching was valued for the 
structure and accountability it provided for MSD leaders and teams. Related studies 
reported heavy reliance on internal and external partnerships. To better understand why 
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structure and accountability were valued components of CI leadership coaching, it is 
necessary to revisit the ways in which other organizations have utilized partnerships.   
 The structure provided by the CI leadership coach in MSD was consistent with 
the approach and result of partnerships found in other organizations. Adjustment and 
refinement of organizational structures as employees experienced training and cycles of 
improvement were commonly reported in CI case studies (Anand et al., 2009; Anderson 
& Kumari, 2009; Fullan, 2007). As was the case in MSD, this indicated time and 
coaching received from CI partners led to simultaneous strengthening of CI environments 
and practices. Orsini (2013) explained it is leaders who are responsible for creating these 
environments to support CI, through willingness to receive training, train others, and 
clarify expectations. These same factors were reflected in the qualitative data that 
supported the structure theme, suggesting the CI leadership coach was integral in 
developing the leadership team’s mindset and practices needed to mold structures that 
support CI. According to Bessant (2001), the evolution of this type of structure through 
feedback and skill development is required for new systems of improvement.  
 Just as leaders assumed important roles in creating system structures to support 
CI, related studies indicated it is equally important for them to hold members of the 
system accountable for CI practices and progress. In the SDMF and MCPS cases, leaders 
relied on the structure offered by external partners to establish expectations to which 
leaders then held themselves and others accountable (Park et al., 2013). The frameworks 
and feedback these districts received from external partners served as models and the 
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recurring nature of the feedback provided motivation for increased accountability. In the 
SDMF, for example, CI leadership coaching included board development, which also 
included regular progress updates for board members (Park et al., 2013). Similarly, 
leaders in MSD provided regular progress updates during sessions with the CI leadership 
coach, during which leaders reported being pushed by the coach to dig into issues and 
commit to taking action. As noted by Farver & Holt (2015), coaching partnerships for 
feedback about systems and practices build capacity for CI. Taken together, related 
research and the current study indicated CI leadership coaching results in increased 
ability and willingness to hold teams accountable for desired outcomes.  
Limitations 
 Limitations are potential weaknesses of the study that may have influenced 
outcomes or may be useful for researchers conducting similar studies in the future 
(Creswell, 2015). The limitations of this study included: lack of engagement data, 
inability to measure significance of all quantitative results, and duration of the study. 
Each limitation is discussed in this section.  
Lack of engagement data. In preparation for this study, a review of research 
revealed engagement and satisfaction as important measures to monitor in organizations 
implementing CI. Quantitative data included in this study was most closely aligned to the 
satisfaction of stakeholders, leaving a gap in measures of engagement. Though the 
employee and student surveys were labeled as “engagement” surveys in the district, 
survey constructs and survey items gathered perception data about the satisfaction of 
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these groups of respondents. Elgart (2017) suggested measures of both engagement and 
satisfaction are necessary for organizations wanting to achieve lasing CI.  
 Inability to measure significance of all quantitative results. The second 
limitation in this study was the inability to test significance of the student achievement 
and cost savings quantitative results. Quantitative data for student achievement were 
provided by district scorecards and the state data dashboard. Neither source offered all 
variables needed in order to determine significance of changes in results over time, and 
many goal statements changed from one year to the next, making them impossible to 
directly compare. The same was true for cost savings, as the district scorecards also 
served as the source for these quantitative data. While this did not diminish the changes 
observed in the final results for each data source over time, a comprehensive 
interpretation of the quantitative results was not possible.  
 Duration of the study. The duration of the current study was also considered a 
limitation. The study’s CI leadership coaching intervention began in late 2014. 
Quantitative data from the first employee survey that was administered in Fall 2014 was 
included in this study. Data from other quantitative data sources were not available until 
2015 and 2016. During the interview process, the superintendent expressed confidence 
that her team would see continued improvement, particularly in student achievement, in 
the 2019 results. Coupling this assertion with the change takes time theme-related 
component and observed changes in student achievement results for 2017 and 2018, it 
would have been helpful to extend the research to determine any ongoing and sustained 
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improvement results for the 2019 academic year. Inclusion of a full five years of results 
for the majority of quantitative data sources would have enriched the understanding of 
the impact of CI on student achievement, stakeholder satisfaction, and cost savings.  
Implications for Practice 
 Prior to conducting this study, a review of research revealed the most widely used 
methods for improving district outcomes were episodic initiatives and improvement 
programs. Both types of efforts were illustrated as reactive, without yielding sustained 
results. Though a newer approach in education, existing research has indicated that the 
use of CI in educational organizations may be a promising way to achieve lasting 
improvement. The purpose of this case study action research was to determine the long 
term impacts of CI in a school district. This study was situated in a school district and 
included a CI leadership coaching intervention. Outcomes of the study suggested several 
implications for practice: (a) districts need a systematic CI approach and support, (b) CI 
needs an executive leader champion, and (c) CI requires patience. Each implication is 
discussed in this section, along with related recommendations. 
Districts need a systematic CI approach and support. Episodic initiatives are 
void of full-system context or consideration. In this study, leaders said the district’s 
systematic CI approach created clarity about the current state of organizational outcomes 
and what the system aims to accomplish. Leaders credited CI leadership coaching for 
establishing the structure and accountability to help the district achieve improvement 
goals. Leaders also indicated the combination of CI practices and support of the practices 
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with coaching was responsible for improvements that occurred in the district. The word 
“priceless” was used to describe the direction and focus offered through the CI approach 
and CI leadership coaching. Given these outcomes and quantitative improvements that 
began in the 2017 academic year, it suggests that the CI approach with a CI leadership 
coach was a useful method to achieve district level changes. CI and CI leadership 
coaching provided targeted and ongoing support for improvement, by establishing a 
common language, clear expectations, skills development, and a collective CI mindset. 
CI needs an executive leader champion. In the MSD, the relationship between 
the superintendent and the CI leadership coach served as a model for the larger leadership 
team, while also paving the way for CI implementation. The CI leadership coach 
introduced and trained leaders in CI practices to support improvement, but it was the 
superintendent who carved out time and space for the learning and support to occur. In 
addition to creating the environment for CI, the superintendent participated in each 
coaching session and also received one-on-one executive coaching. MSD leaders were 
aware of the superintendent’s executive coaching experiences and recognized themselves 
as beneficiaries of the additional support provided by the CI leadership coach. While 
concerns over capacity surfaced in relation to employee satisfaction, leaders appreciated 
the CI model and conditions fostered by the superintendent. Through comparison of 
MSD results and the role of leadership reported in related studies, district superintendent 
support of CI appeared necessary for its success. Championing through expectation, 
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example, and celebration encouraged the implementation of CI practices across the 
organization and consistent attention to improvement efforts. 
CI requires patience. Quantitative results across the four years of MSD’s CI 
implementation were variable. Notable improvement trends were revealed in the area of 
math, beginning with the 2017 results and persisting in 2018, and the area of cost savings. 
While this was below leaders’ expectations and desires for improvement, it was 
consistent with related research that cited quality and cost saving measures as 
consistently available indicators of variance in organizations (Bryk, 2017; Orsini, 2013). 
The changes in MSD’s quality (student achievement) and cost savings outcomes took 
time to achieve, which was reiterated and supported by administrators who acknowledged 
that change takes time. Related research has indicated that CI is a journey and process 
that requires patience. Pairing similar research with MSD results, it appeared important to 
celebrate small wins, avoid expecting immediate results, and stick to the approach. As 
was well-noted in the review of literature, the temptation for educational organizations to 
latch onto the next shiny object, in hopes of improved outcomes, has been all too 
common. MSD’s quantitative progress has been slow, but eventual, in areas that received 
the most focused efforts. Qualitative data indicated leaders would not turn back to 
episodic initiatives and improvement programs, now that they have CI and have seen 
positive changes in the system, development of skills, and pockets of improvement.  
Implications for Future Research 
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 This research was preceded by three cycles of action research and has informed 
possibilities for future studies. There are two areas of greatest interest for future cycles of 
action research: (a) how feelings toward CI change over time, and (b) how organizational 
outcomes are impacted after five years of CI implementation.  
 The current study explored the value of CI leadership coaching to district leaders. 
Data collected through district leader interviews and on-site observations revealed 
structure and accountability as factors valued most by MSD leaders. This snapshot of 
perceptions and attitudes came after three full academic years of CI leadership coaching 
in the district. Additional insight about the impact and value of CI leadership coaching 
could be garnered by studying the use of this intervention across the full span of 
implementation in a district. The more extensive study about how feelings toward CI 
leadership coaching change over time would inform CI leadership coaching practices, as 
well as districts contemplating integration of this type of partnership to support 
improvement. 
  As noted in the limitations section, extending the study to include results from a 
full five years of CI implementation and beyond is another recommendation for future 
research. Data from this study suggested a CI approach to improvement takes time. The 
MSD began seeing notable improvements in student achievement and cost savings after 
the second academic year, with hypotheses that improvements would persist. A study to 
determine how organizational outcomes are impacted after five years of CI 
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implementation would provide valuable information for any organization seeking lasting 
improvement, especially school districts considering adoption of a CI approach.    
Lessons Learned 
 The process of conducting and reporting this case study action research resulted in 
several lessons learned. Research methods and theory were among factors that 
contributed to personal and professional growth and insights. The ways this research 
helped me develop as a practitioner and learner are discussed below. 
 The first lesson learned through this research process was related to the research 
methods. In the previous cycles of action research, the value of mixed methods was 
becoming clearer to me. During this dissertation cycle, I became convinced of the benefit 
of using both quantitative and qualitative data in educational research. I was able to 
conduct a few district leader interviews early in the study, prior to collecting any survey 
or student achievement data. Upon returning from these first interviews, I expressed my 
excitement to a colleague about how positive these leaders had been about their CI 
leadership coaching experiences. I was ready to turn this into a qualitative study because 
the descriptions were so rich and, to me, more valuable than I could have imagined. Who 
needed quantitative data when I was getting testimonies of how CI has changed the 
district and the personal lives of those in the system? In a subtle way, this colleague 
reminded me that if the numbers do not reflect the words, the words mean little. The 
whole purpose of CI in the district was to improve outcomes.  
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As I proceeded in the study and collected quantitative data, I was grateful for 
these words that reminded me that our team comes to work each day to help 
organizations achieve their goals. As expressed by district leaders across many other 
interviews, I, too, was disappointed that the quantitative data did not show the drastic and 
undeniable improvement I hoped to see from the start of their CI journey. In some 
stakeholder survey areas, changes over time were undetectable. If I had considered only 
qualitative data, I may have reported a story of significant triumph. If I had considered 
only quantitative data, the story may have sounded more like defeat. The beauty of mixed 
methods, as I learned through this study, is that the researcher uncovers the depth and 
complexity of a context that allows for a full picture of an intervention’s impact to be 
painted. 
   The second lesson learned over the course of this case study action research was 
that theory becomes the researcher. Like most decisions that a new researcher must make 
when planning for a dissertation study, identifying all options and then choosing a 
theoretical perspective was overwhelming. CI, as a theoretical perspective to frame the 
study of CI, became the most logical choice.  
 CI has not only grounded my research, it has also grounded my life. I am a 
recovering perfectionist. From the early stages of this dissertation cycle to the later stages 
of studying the story of MSD and its leaders, I have recognized a shift in thinking about 
my own performance. My thoughts have moved from years of needing to “get it right” to 
“that is an opportunity for improvement.” Like the frustration experienced by leaders in 
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MSD over not seeing outcomes as quickly and as intensely as they would like to have 
seen them, I still struggle with not hitting the mark. Also like MSD leaders, I have 
realized that not hitting the mark right now does not mean the mark will never be hit. In 
the later stages of this dissertation cycle, especially, progress has been far more important 
than perfection. I have learned from my CI-centered colleagues that I will not always get 
it right, that I need support and coaching, and that resting in the status quo is not an 
option.  
Conclusion 
 The pressure for school district leaders to improve outcomes and execute a wide 
range of operational responsibilities is only increasing. The most common approaches to 
district improvement have been episodic initiatives and improvement programs, with 
both yielding little in the way of sustained progress and achievement. A CI approach to 
improvement and CI leadership coaching offer districts a way to achieve lasting, positive 
change across the system. 
 The purpose of this case study action research was to determine the long term 
impacts of a CI approach in a school district. A CI leadership coaching intervention was 
used in this study. Quantitative and qualitative data were gathered to inform the impact of 
CI on student achievement, stakeholder satisfaction, and cost savings. Qualitative data 
were gathered to offer insight into the value of CI leadership coaching in the district.  
 The results of this study indicated that a CI approach to improvement had both 
positive and limited impact in this school district across different areas, but CI leadership 
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coaching was still highly valued by district leaders. Though progress was slow, student 
achievement outcomes in the area of math showed persistent improvement over time. CI 
had an inconsistent impact on stakeholder satisfaction. Employee and parent satisfaction 
levels did not show desired improvement, though student satisfaction levels showed 
improvement that was consistent with district leader reports of success. The district was 
able to achieve cost savings goals and continued to see progress in this area. CI 
leadership coaching was valued by district leaders for the structure and accountability it 
offered for their CI approach. This was balanced by the reported challenges of CI, which 
included significant amounts of time and energy required to achieve improvement goals 
and sustained improvement. Overall, the MSD’s CI efforts have resulted in lasting 
change to the system and mindset of its leaders, progress in areas of greatest focus, 
savings to benefit classrooms, and a partner to support each step of the journey.    
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APPENDIX A 
 
LEADERSHIP COACHING ACTIVITIES BY MONTH AND ACADEMIC YEAR 
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Leadership Coaching Activities by Month and Academic Year 
2014-2015 Academic Year 
Month Leadership Coaching Activity 
June • Straight A Leadership Assessment Administration – initial 
diagnostic 
July • On-site Visit 1: Results Rollout with executive team (Straight 
A) and SWOT analysis 
• On-site Visit 2: Identification of 3-year goals and key drivers 
for success 
August • Complete strategic plan with metrics and selected strategic 
actions 
• Complete district scorecard 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent; prepare for superintendent 
roll-out of strategic plan and scorecard to Board 
September • Complete department and school scorecards; validate 
alignment to district strategic plan and scorecard 
October • Administer District Services Survey 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent; prepare for on-site visit, 
discuss progress 
November • Send District Services Survey Results Report 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent, discuss survey results 
• On-site Visit 3: Rolling out and District Services Survey 
action planning with department leaders; progress monitoring 
with all leaders 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey 
December • Send Employee Engagement Survey Results Report 
• Incorporate baseline data as progress updates in district and 
other scorecards 
January • On-site Visit 4: Coach all leaders on Communication and 
Results Rollout process 
• Leaders roll out survey data and create action plans 
• Cabinet members validate results roll-out by department 
February • Leaders continue progress monitoring 
• Administer District Services Survey 
March • On-site Visit 5: District Services Survey Results Report, 
validate progress monitoring, and coach on district-selected 
leadership development (Rounding; Reward & Recognition) 
April • Administer Parent Satisfaction Survey 
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May • Administer District Services Survey 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey 
June • Gather 2014-2015 lagging data for scorecards 
2015-2016 Academic Year 
Month Leadership Coaching Activity 
July • On-site Visit 1: Annual Scorecard Session 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Complete 2015-2016 District Scorecard; entered in Online 
Scorecard Tool 
August • MSD team attend What’s Right in Education Conference 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Onboarding new leaders to CI leadership coaching 
September • Complete 2015-2016 Department & School Scorecards; 
entered in Online Scorecard Tool 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
October • Roll-out of District Services/ Employee Engagement Survey 
Results from May 2015 to be complete (department leaders) 
 
• Roll-out of Employee Engagement/ Parent/ Student Survey 
Results from April/May 2015 to be complete (school leaders) 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Administer District Services Survey 
November • On-site Visit 2: Progress monitoring and leadership 
development; onboard new leaders to scorecards 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey 
• Send District Services Survey Results Report 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
December • Resolve progress monitoring measures and decision-rules 
(What’s Red, Yellow, Green?) 
• Update all available progress monitoring measures 
• Update strategic actions based on November 5th discussions 
• Provide a high-level overview of progress monitoring and 
results in (at least) student achievement and service excellence 
to all staff 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Send Employee Engagement Results Report 
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January • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• District Services Survey Results Roll-out & Validation 
• Employee Engagement Survey Results Roll-out & Validation 
February • Prepare for strategic action validation and monitoring progress 
on district scorecard  
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• On-site Visit 3: District scorecard progress monitoring; 
leadership development; Mid-Year Progress Report on District 
Scorecard with Pillar Teams 
March • Administer Student Engagement Survey 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
April • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Administer Parent Satisfaction Survey 
• Send Student Engagement Survey Results Report 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey 
• On-site Visit 4: Annual reflection and leadership development 
May • Send Employee Engagement Survey Results Report 
• Administer District Services Survey 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Send Parent Satisfaction Survey Results Report 
June • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Send District Services Survey Results Report 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• On-site Visit 5: Annual Scorecard Session 
2016-2017 Academic Year 
Month Leadership Coaching Activity 
July • District Scorecard entered in Online Scorecard Tool 
August • MSD team attend What’s Right in Education Conference 
September • Develop department and building scorecards; enter in Online 
Scorecard Tool 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Department and school leaders roll-out scorecards to teams: 
superintendent validates 
• Onboarding new leaders to CI leadership coaching 
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• Roll-out Student Engagement and Parent Satisfaction Survey 
Results from April/May 2016; develop action plans (school 
leaders) 
October • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey 
• Administer District Service Survey 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
November • On-site Visit 1: Leadership development 
• Send District Service Survey Results Report and Employee 
Engagement Survey Results Report 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Initial plan for mid-year progress monitoring 
• District Services feedback circle with department and school 
leaders 
December • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Roll-out Employee Engagement Survey results; develop action 
plans 
January • Coaching Call: Service Excellence Team 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Finalize Plan for Mid-Year Monitoring 
February • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• On-site Visit 2: Leadership development 
• On-site Visit 3: Mid-year progress session 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent; de-brief mid-year progress 
monitoring 
March • Administer Student Engagement Survey 
• Administer Parent Satisfaction Survey 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Coaching Call: Superintendent; initial plan Annual Scorecard 
Session 
• Send Employee Engagement Survey Results Report 
April • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Send Student Engagement Survey Results Report 
• Send Parent Engagement Survey Results Report 
• Administer District Services Survey (at All-Admin meeting) 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
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• On-site Visit 4: Leadership development; Roll-out Employee 
Engagement Results; develop action plan (superintendent; all 
leaders follow-up with roll-outs) 
May • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Virtual: CI Steering Committee Meeting 
• Send District Services Survey Results Report 
2017-2018 Academic Year 
Month Leadership Coaching Activity 
August • On-site Visit 1: Annual Scorecard Session 
• MSD team attend What’s Right in Education Conference 
• Develop and enter district scorecard in Online Scorecard Tool 
September • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• On-site Visit: Leadership development 
October • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
November • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• On-site Visit 2: Board development on applying data to action 
and Key Words at Key Times; Leadership development on 
Key Words at Key Times and execution of strategic actions 
• MSD team attend Destination High Performance Conference 
December • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
January • Coaching Call: Superintendent 
• Administer Board Self-Assessment on improvement action 
February • On-site Visit 3: Board development on effective 
communication; leadership development on performance 
conversations 
• Administer Employee Engagement Survey  
March • Administer District Services Survey 
April • Send Employee Engagement Survey Results Report 
• On-site Visit 4: Board development on effective 
communication; leadership development  
May • Administer Parent Satisfaction Survey 
• Administer Student Engagement Survey 
• Send District Services Survey Results Report 
July • Send Parent Satisfaction and Student Engagement Survey 
Results Reports 
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APPENDIX B 
 
STUDER EDUCATION EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT SURVEY SAMPLE 
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APPENDIX C 
 
STUDER EDUCATION PARENT SATISFACTION SURVEY SAMPLE 
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APPENDIX D 
 
STUDER EDUCATION STUDENT ENGAGEMENT SURVEY SAMPLE 
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APPENDIX E 
 
DISTRICT LEADER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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District Leader Interview Questions 
1. Describe how continuous improvement has impacted educational quality in the 
district. 
2. In what ways has continuous improvement impacted student achievement in the 
district? 
3. Tell me about any financial impact continuous improvement has had on the 
district? 
4. Describe your satisfaction as a leader in the district. 
5. Describe your satisfaction with your department (or school). 
6. How would you describe the satisfaction of parents in the district? 
7. How would you describe the satisfaction of students in the district? 
8. How would you describe the satisfaction of employees in the district? 
9. How would you describe the satisfaction of community members? 
10. How would you describe the satisfaction of other leaders in the district? 
11. In what ways, if any, have levels of satisfaction changed as a results of continuous 
improvement? 
12. Describe your engagement in continuous improvement. 
13. How would you describe engagement of employees in the district? 
14. How would you describe engagement of students in the district? 
15. How would you describe engagement of parents in the district? 
16. How would you describe engagement of the community? 
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17. How would you describe engagement of other leaders in the district? 
18. In what ways do you engage employees? 
19. In what ways do you engage students? 
20. In what ways do you engage parents? 
21. In what ways do you engage the community? 
22. In what ways do you engage other leaders? 
23. In what ways, if any, have levels of engagement changed as a result of continuous 
improvement? 
24. How would you define leadership coaching in the district? 
25. Tell me about leadership coaching experiences in the district. 
26. Describe your relationship with the district’s leadership coach. 
27. Describe any specific outcomes you believe to be a result of leadership coaching 
in the district.  
28. Tell me how leadership coaching has contributed to continuous improvement. 
29. Tell me how leadership coaching has impacted continuous improvement 
strategies in the district. 
30. Describe the impact of leadership coaching on your leadership learning and 
development. 
31. Describe what you value about leadership coaching. 
32. What other comments do you have about leadership coaching? 
33. What other comments do you have about continuous improvement? 
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APPENDIX F 
 
LEADERSHIP COACH INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Leadership Coach Interview Questions 
1. How would you define leadership coaching in the district? 
2. Tell me about leadership coaching experiences in the district. 
3. Describe your relationship with the district’s superintendent. 
4. Describe your relationship with the district’s leadership team. 
5. Describe any specific outcomes you believe to be a result of leadership coaching 
in this district.  
6. Tell me how leadership coaching has contributed to continuous improvement. 
7. Tell me how leadership coaching has impacted continuous improvement 
strategies in the district. 
8. Describe the impact of leadership coaching on district leaders’ learning and 
development. 
9. Describe what you value about leadership coaching. 
10. What would you describe as most important for the district’s continuous 
improvement? 
11. What other comments do you have about leadership coaching? 
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APPENDIX G 
 
THEMES, THEME-RELATED COMPONENTS, AND ASSERTIONS – FULL LIST 
  
            
 
161 
 
Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions 
Themes* and Theme-related Components Assertions 
Not There Yet 
1. Change took time. 
2. Have seen pockets of 
improvement/closing the gap. 
Creating the structure and culture for 
continuous improvement took time and 
resulted in small wins.  
 
Focus on Retention 
1. Opportunities and expectation to lead 
and learn at all levels  
2. Variety of options and access to engage 
in district events and facilities. 
3. Other districts don’t have this. 
4. District has developed collective 
vision, efficacy, and language. 
CI has led to a focus on retaining 
employees and families through formal 
and informal opportunities to lead, learn, 
and engage.  
 
CI as part of the culture that has made 
people want to stay.  
Trusting Relationships 
1. Time spent building emotional bank 
account across the district. 
2. Passed referendum as indication of 
pride and trust in district quality and 
service. 
3. Feedback loop between district staff, 
parents, students, and community, with 
emphasis on action. 
Leaders used CI processes, focus on 
quality service, and coach modeling to 
build trusting relationships with 
employees, peers, and families. 
 
 
Consistency and Capacity 
1. Have desired to increase consistency of 
parent involvement. 
2. Leaders were operating at maximum 
capacity. 
As leaders engaged in CI, consistency 
and capacity concerns surfaced. 
Efficiencies 
1. Found ways to repurpose and reallocate 
resources. 
2. Monitored and adjusted processes and 
systems to reduce costs. 
Cycles of CI have resulted in increased 
efficiencies and action for cost savings. 
 
Structure  
1. Strategic plan, scorecard, and pillars 
created clarity, focus, and direction. 
2. Time spent with team and coach 
created consistency of expectations, 
practices, and language. 
The structure established through CI 
coaching, tools, and processes created 
clarity, focus, direction, consistency, and 
made improvement possible.  
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3. Regular use of data, which was 
modeled by coach. 
Accountability 
3. Leaders began to make withdrawals 
from emotional bank account to hold 
team members accountable. 
4. Coach pushed district leadership to dig 
deeper on areas of concern and issues, 
including variations in performance.  
5. Spending was aligned to scorecard 
goals. 
With increased clarity of expectations 
and areas for improvement, need and 
steps for accountability were also clear to 
internal and external stakeholders. 
 
 
*Themes are in italic font.  
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APPENDIX H 
 
DISTRICT SCORECARD STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT GOALS – ALL GOALS 
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District Scorecard Student Achievement Goals – All Goals 
Academic 
Year 
Goal & 
Result 
Goal & 
Result 
Goal & 
Result 
Goal & 
Result 
Goal & 
Result 
2015-2016 
The 
percentage 
of students 
in grades 3-8 
who make at 
least 1 year's 
progress in 
ELA will 
increase  
From 88% 
to 90%  
Result: 
64.1% 
The 
percentage 
of students 
in grades 3-8 
who make at 
least 1 year's 
progress in 
Math will 
increase 
From 78% 
to 80% 
Result: 61% 
The percent 
of students 
in Gr 3-8 
who exceed 
1 year's 
progress in 
ELA will 
increase 
From 42% 
to 44% 
Result: 
15.5% 
The 
percentage 
of students 
in grades 3-8 
who exceed 
1 year's 
progress in 
Math will 
increase 
From 24% 
to 26% 
Result: 
12.3% 
The average 
ACT score 
will increase 
From 19.4 to 
19.9 
Result: 19.8 
2016-2017 
The 
percentage 
of students 
in grades 4-8 
who make a 
minimum of 
1 year's 
progress in 
English / 
Language 
Arts will 
increase  
From 64.1% 
to 66.1% 
Result: 
82.34% 
The 
percentage 
of students 
in grades 4-8 
who make a 
minimum of 
1 year's 
progress in 
mathematics 
will increase 
From 61% 
to 63% 
Result: 
81.74% 
The percent 
of students 
in grades 4-8 
who exceed 
1 year's 
progress in 
English / 
Language 
Arts will 
increase 
From 15.5% 
to 17.5% 
Result: 
23.5% 
The percent 
of students 
in grades 4-8 
who exceed 
1 year's 
progress in 
mathematics 
will increase  
From 12.3% 
to 14.3% 
Result: 
18.6% 
The average 
ACT score 
will increase 
From 19.8 to 
20 
Result: 20.1 
2017-2018 
The 
percentage 
of students 
scoring 
proficient in 
ELA will 
increase  
From 37% 
to 39% 
The 
percentage 
of students 
scoring 
advanced in 
ELA will 
increase 
From 8.4% 
The 
percentage 
of students 
scoring 
proficiency 
in Math will 
increase 
From 33.7% 
to 35.7% 
The 
percentage 
of students 
scoring 
advanced in 
Math will 
increase  
From 5.1% 
The average 
ACT score 
will increase 
From 20.1% 
to 20.3% 
Result: 
20.0% 
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Result: 
37.1% 
to 10.4% 
Result: 7.7% 
Result: 
38.5% 
to 7.1% 
Result: 9.2% 
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APPENDIX I 
 
DISTRICT SCORECARD FINANCE GOALS – ALL GOALS 
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District Scorecard Finance Goals – All Goals 
Academic 
Year Goal & Result Goal & Result Goal & Result Goal & Result 
2015-2016 
A process for 
management of 
bus discipline 
will be 
established and 
baseline set 
From 0 to 1 
Result: 2.7 
Decrease paper 
expenses  
From 0% to 5% 
21% 
The master 
facility planning 
process will 
produce 
priorities for 
future 
improvement 
From 0% to 
100% 
Result: 100% 
Food service 
participation 
will increase 
From 0% to 1% 
Result: 1% 
2016-2017 
Increase student 
perception of 
feeling safe 
while on the bus 
From 3.51 to 
3.66 
Result: 3.68 
Increase 
electronic (non-
lunch) fee 
collection usage 
From 0% to 
30% 
Result: 31% 
Increase 
community 
support for 
facility 
improvements  
From 0% to 
51% 
Result: 48%   
2017-2018 
Employee belief 
that district 
finances are 
managed 
effectively will 
increase 
From 3.89 to 
3.99 
Result: 3.75 
Ensure a 
minimum of 800 
community 
responses are 
obtained for the 
School 
Perceptions 
facility survey 
From 0 to 800 
Result: 2,566 
The number of 
plastic recycling 
programs that 
exist in the 
district will 
increase  
From 1 to 9 
Result: 9 
Increase the 
amount of 
money collected 
using RevTrak 
by 25% 
From 16,297 to 
20,371.25 
Result: 
$38,102.28 
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APPENDIX J 
 
ASU INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX K 
 
LETTER OF CONSENT 
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